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This dissertation offers an integrative perspective on the interrelation of individual purpose, 
public value, and organizations in society. The cumulative dissertation comprises six indepen-
dently published papers that differ in terms of methodology, research context, objectives, and 
contribution. The first study is based on the notion that an organization’s value depends on its 
contributions to the common good, as perceived by the public. The purpose of this study is to 
provide a corporate reporting approach that incorporates societal perspectives and, thus, ad-
vances (non-)financial reporting. The second study takes an explorative approach to investigate 
the individual-level characteristics of people who participate in the sharing economy as users 
and as providers. Study 3 examines the role of age as a determinant of individuals’ entrepreneu-
rial behavior. Building on lifespan psychology and institutional theory, it argues for a U-shaped 
relationship between entrepreneurs’ age and their choice to create social value for their commu-
nities and societies. Study 4 enlarges the debate on the multifaceted consequences of Corporate 
Social Responsibility (CSR) by discussing the relationship between organizational CSR engage-
ment and employee work addiction, shedding light on the potential risks associated with CSR. 
Study 5 is a case study and deals with the German family-equity company Haniel and depicts the 
process of implementing a Corporate Responsibility strategy throughout a holding company and 
its divisions. Study 6 provides an overview of public value research conducted by Moore, Boze-
man, and Meynhardt and shows how public managers can make use of two management tools, 
the Public Value Scorecard and the Public Value Atlas. This dissertation contributes to a deeper 
understanding of the drivers and outcomes of public value perceptions and helps to close some 
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The relationship between business and society has always been highly interdependent, 
but still failed to take full advantage of better cooperation. This takes a particularly destructive 
turn when each side blames the other for its problems and failures. But businesses form a 
fundamental pillar of society and are, thus, an inseparable part of society, in general and in 
particular cases (Meynhardt & Bäro, 2019; Müller & Brieger, 2015). “Business enterprises are 
organs of society. They do not exist for their own sake, but to fulfill a specific social purpose 
and to satisfy a specific need of a society, a community, or individuals” (Drucker, 1973, p. 37).  
How detrimental it can be for an organization that fails to link its purpose to society’s 
needs illustrates the Bayer-Monsanto deal. In 2016, the healthcare company Bayer signed a 
merger agreement with the agrochemical corporation Monsanto in the endeavor to deliver 
“substantial value [not only] to shareholders, … customers, employees [but also to] society at 
large” (Baumann, 2016). However, after the acquisition of Monsanto, the stock price of Bayer 
shares fell by 30 percent, and as of this writing Bayer’s market value stood at an all-time low 
(US$ 53,7 billion) having dropped below the selling price of Monsanto (US$ 66 billion). 
Despite the most expensive acquisition in German corporate history, Bayer is now worth less 
owning Monsanto than it was before. Consequently, worldwide about 12,000 employees ought 
to be taken off the pay-roll. What happened?  
In an ideal market economy, Bayer would have succeeded with this merger acquisition 
and “Baysanto” would have become the biggest player in the agriculture industry, only inches 
away from a near-monopoly. But obviously a firm’s success is not only determined by its 
financial performance on the market. And firms are aware of the importance of non-financial 
factors. Otherwise they would not deploy the large apparatuses of people employed in 
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departments such as Corporate Social Responsibility, Public Relations or Corporate 
Governance (Moore & Nicholls, 2007). Bayer had these too, but they did not prevent the 
company from its post-merger corporate crisis.  
The Bayer-Monsanto deal points to a fundamental challenge, that “actions can be legal, 
but still not necessarily legitimate” (Meynhardt, 2019, p. 8). It also underlines that corporations’ 
contribution to society is not only recognized, but often more apparent than expected. 
Organizations cannot simply create value, as value has to be appreciated by the public; it is only 
perceived, never just delivered (Meynhardt, 2009). Corporations like Bayer adopt an inside-out 
perspective when they pretend to know what is good for the general public, instead of properly 
surveying those they aim to reach (Meynhardt & Bäro, 2019).  
Public perceptions of value have become even more important within the last few years. 
Technological and market changes as well as increasing global competition force organizations 
to undertake their public responsibilities and understand themselves as part of society and 
account for their unpriced effects on individuals and society at large (Meynhardt & Bäro, 2019). 
There is a growing call for corporations to have “a concrete goal or objective for the firm that 
reaches beyond profit maximization” (Henderson & Van den Steen, 2015, p. 327).1 In 2018, 
Larry Fink, founder and CEO of BlackRock, the world’s largest asset management company, 
warned Fortune 500 firms that BlackRock expects them to “serve a social purpose” and make 
a “positive contribution to society” in order to receive further support. Fink’s (2018) statement 
can be understood as an attempt to respond to society’s prevailing crisis of confidence in the 
market economy and its leaders. The capitalist Fink is suggesting that it is no longer acceptable 
to legitimize business solely on its capacity to produce consumer goods, create jobs or pay 
taxes. Today, organizations are well advised to align their business activities to societal needs 
                                                 
1 Within shareholder theory, organizational purpose has initially been defined as mere profit maximization for the 
benefit of the particular shareholders (e.g., Friedman, 1970; Johnson et al., 2005). However, we refer to a business 
purpose that goes beyond financial gain determined in response to society and the common good which is in 
accordance with the public value theory (e.g., Meynhardt, 2009). 
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in order to cross the divide between what they do and what society at large recognizes as truly 
valuable (Meynhardt & Gomez, 2016; Porter & Kramer, 2011).  
The concept of public value (as it has been developed for use in the private sector and 
society at large) attempts to bridge this divide: Public value seeks to name, observe, and assess 
a contribution to the common good as experienced by individuals in society (Meynhardt, 2009) 
and by society as a whole (Moore, 2013). What an organization does, and how it shapes 
economic, social, and political relationships, is pivotal (Meynhardt et al., 2017), justifying the 
existence of an organization beyond the private gain it achieves. In times of rapid change, “an 
explicit public value proposition becomes a driver for resilience, innovation, and ... the purpose 
the public, [consumers, investors,] and employees are looking for” (Meynhardt et al., 2014, p. 
81). Thus, purpose and public value are inextricably linked. “A focus on purpose acknowledges 
the interdependence of business and society—one cannot flourish without the other” (Hollensbe 
et al., 2014, p. 5). Organizations that are guided by authentic core values and a clear purpose 
which they assume responsibility for, have the power to create a society that is worthwhile and 
meaningful, not just for their customers and stakeholders, but for every member of society 
(Hollensbe et al., 2014). Previous research supports this notion, indicating that corporations that 
are highly valuable to society attract and retain investors, while low valued corporations are 
mostly abandoned (Bilolo et al., 2016). Moreover, prior findings indicate that value creation 
across various dimensions and a clearly articulated purpose lead to better firm performance in 
the long run (Artiach et al., 2010; Donaldson & Preston 1995; Jacobs et al., 2016; Gartenberg 
et al., 2019). Although a purpose rises inside an organization, it has to be derived from society’s 
needs and wants, and it is inextricably linked to an organization’s contribution to the greater 
good. 
In addition to an external focus, focusing on purpose and revisiting the assumptions of 
organizations’ license to operate requires reframing the theory and practice of leadership 
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(Benington & Hartley, 2019; Hollensbe et al., 2014). The doctrine of the great man who 
mechanically designs, plans, and controls formal structure and strategy was common among 
business leaders in the past decades (Bartlett & Ghoshal, 1994). But times have changed and so 
has the role of leadership. Creating value for society is not the individual decision of a single 
person. Rather, an organization’s value has to be discovered collectively. This collective effort 
“is an opportunity to lead” (Meynhardt, 2019, p. 18) but also brings forth different models and 
approaches. The Leipzig Leadership Model (Kirchgeorg et al., 2017) is one of the first attempts 
to place purpose at the heart of leadership activities thus providing a pragmatic pathway for 
practitioners who ought to self-reflect on their business decisions and, thus, their source of 
societal legitimacy.  
This dissertation discusses how corporate purpose might be linked to values that are 
broader than short-run profit maximization and outlines areas that warrant consideration by 
researchers and practitioners as they seek to understand the potential of purpose-oriented 
leadership and public value creation. Therefore, the dissertation is primarily aimed at scholars 
from the field of organizational behavior, though it also has implications for fields such as 
public administration and business ethics as well as for practitioners from the private and public 
sector. Although the recent discussion in organizational behavior has increasingly centered on 
purpose and the common good (e.g., Gartenberg et al., 2019; Henderson & Van den Steen, 
2015; Hollensbe et al., 2014; Kempster et al., 2011; Meynhardt & Gomez, 2016), substantial 
questions yet remain unaddressed. How do organizations become aware of their contribution to 
society and actively manage it? How can they motivate their leadership, structure their 
governance, and manage their operations in ways that actually produce the desired conduct and 
performance?  
This dissertation addresses these research gaps and offers an integrative perspective on 
the interrelation of individual purpose, public value, and organizations in society. The 
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dissertation’s arguments include research approaches, datasets, theoretical models, and 
variables derived from a number of different theories such as public value theory (Meynhardt, 
2009, 2015; Moore, 1995, 2013), social identity theory (Ashforth & Mael, 1989, Tajfel & 
Turner, 1986), institutional theory (North, 1991), and lifespan psychology (Baltes, 1987; Baltes 
et al., 2006). The dissertation comprises six independently published papers that differ in terms 
of methodology, research context, objectives, and contribution. Read together they offer a 
number of key findings as well as avenues for future research, which are summarized in the 
present introduction. In order to structure the argumentation, the Leipzig Leadership Model 
(Kirchgeorg et al., 2017) will be utilized as the underlying methodological framework. This 
model not only organizes the discussion and structures the arguments of the thesis but also helps 
to identify blind spots in the current debate around the intersection of purpose, leadership, and 
value creation and their practical application.  
The remainder of this framework paper is structured as follows: Section 2 provides a 
short overview of two public value approaches relevant to defining measures of corporate value 
creation. Section 3 introduces the Leipzig Leadership Model (Kirchgeorg et al., 2017) which 
serves as the underlying framework of the dissertation studies. Section 4 locates the dissertation 
in the academic discipline of organizational behavior, followed by an overview of the 
dissertation’s studies. Section 5 presents the key findings of the single studies, followed by the 
implications of these findings in Section 6. Finally, Section 7 presents the studies’ strengths as 
well as their limitations, which represent avenues for future research. 
Public Value 
The concept of public value has gained increasing popularity within the last several 
years (Bryson et al., 2015; Van der Wal et al., 2013; Williams & Shearer, 2011). Originally 
working in the field of public administration, public value scholars stimulated other research 
fields such as performance management (e.g., Erridge, 2007; Meynhardt & Metelmann, 2009), 
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entrepreneurship (e.g., Meynhardt & Diefenbach, 2012; Sheikh & Yousafzai, 2019) or 
accounting (e.g., Meynhardt & Bäro, 2019), just to name a few. Thus, research on public value 
is thriving (Hartley et al., 2017).  
With this evolution came the formation of two separate streams, one concerned with 
public value and one with public values. While public values, advocated by Bozeman (2002, 
2007), are embedded in public policy, public value, on the other hand, is defined as “producing 
what is either valued by the public, is good for the public, or both” (Bryson et al., 2014, p. 448). 
Since public values and public value can be considered as “two more or less independent 
schools or discourses” (Rutgers, 2015, p. 30). Bozeman (2007) defines public values as “those 
providing normative consensus about the rights, benefits, and prerogatives to which citizens 
should (and should not) be entitled; the obligations of citizens to society, the state, and one 
another; and the principles on which governments and policies should be based” (p. 17). To 
him, public values serve as a given reliable telos, that just has to be reestablished normatively.2 
Proclaiming a particular concrete set of universal public values individuals ought to adjust to is 
contrary to the ideas discussed in this dissertation. Thus, the following discussion will solely 
focus on the public value concepts as advocated by Moore (1995, 2013) and Meynhardt (2009, 
2015, 2019).  
Mark H. Moore on Creating Public Value 
Public value as an area of interest originated from Mark Moore’s seminal book Creating 
Public Value: Strategic Management in Government, published in 1995. Equivalent to the 
shareholder value approach in the private sector, he developed a normative theory of 
administrative management practice by emphasizing that “the aim of managerial work in the 
public sector is to create public value just as the aim of managerial work in the private sector is 
to create private value” (Moore, 1995, p. 28). He defines public value as a notion of “managerial 
                                                 
2 For a detailed discussion of the public values concept refer to Bozeman (2007).  
FRAMEWORK PAPER 
8 
success in the public sector … initiating and reshaping public sector enterprises in ways that 
increase their value to the public in both the short and the long run” (Moore, 1995, p. 10).  
Originally developed as an alternative to the New Public Management approach, 
Moore’s work sought to support public managers in making strategic decisions, thereby 
increasing the value of the organizations to the public that entrusted tax dollars and regulatory 
authority to those managers. By conceptualizing public value as a way to make the net benefit 
of government actions transparent, and thus show the extent to which equity, liberty, 
responsiveness, transparency, participation, and citizenship have been realized (Moore, 2013), 
he intended “to work out a conception of how public managers … could become more helpful 
to society in searching out and exploiting opportunities to create public value” (Moore, 1995, 
p. 21).  
In order to help spot opportunities for value creation, the strategic triangle, an analytic 
framework guides public managers towards creating public value and enhances their role as 
society’s agents. The framework consists of three elements which each point to a particular set 
of observations, calculations, and judgments managers must make to formulate a strategy for 
public value creation.  
(1) Public value describes the changes in individual and social conditions that a public 
manager is charged with making or could conceivably make with the resources entrusted to him 
or her. The public manager has to provide an account—both a story that can create meaning 
and a set of measures—that can empirically recognize the value she seeks to produce. 
(2) Legitimacy and support refer to the authorizing environment controlling the 
resources, i.e. financial assets and authority that are required to support the organization’s 
efforts to make the valuable changes in the social condition. It concerns the political question 
of whether the public and its representatives would be willing to support the use of public assets 
to produce those changes, i.e. a “license to operate” (Moore & Khagram, 2004, p. 11). 
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(3) Operational capacity refers to the administrative means and assets that make the 
strategy operationally feasible, i.e. expertise and capability. Hence, it concerns the managerial 
question of how the assets could be deployed to produce the desired results and whether the 
organization is actually capable of delivering to its objectives. 
Although observations and calculations are made by various individuals in different 
functions, they are largely interdependent because in order to create public value public 
managers have to touch all three corners and simultaneously align the three perspectives: 
substance, politics, and administration (Moore, 2013). A public value operation that neglects 
certain elements of the strategic triangle, is doomed to failure. Thereby, Moore articulates 
concrete guidelines for action civil servants ought to follow in order to create value for the 
public (Meynhardt et al., 2017). 
In his follow-up book Recognizing Public Value, Moore (2013) describes how public 
managers can account for the public value they created and how it can be translated into a 
tangible scheme for managers to create useful performance measurement and management 
systems. He develops a Public Value Account (cf. Moore, 2014, 2015) as a practically useful 
basis for measuring public value performance. Like an income statement, the Public Value 
Account allows managers to contrast government actions and results with the material 
consequences those actions have for individual and societal welfare. Thus, the Public Value 
Account is aimed at capturing the particular perspective associated with the public value circle 
of the strategic triangle. Thereby, Moore (2013) suggests that public-sector managers commit 
themselves to an efficient and effective use of the publicly granted resources (e.g., tax money, 
legal authority) to achieve public purposes (e.g., faithfully executing relevant laws, achieving 
their agency’s mission) and, hence, a “bottom line” which defines the organization’s objectives 
and the associated value they intend to create. Both the strategic triangle and the Public Value 
Account are visualized in Figure 1.1. 
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Figure 1.1 The Strategic Triangle 
 
Source: Adapted from Moore (2013, pp. 103, 105). 
Moore regards public value as an objective condition that can be measured. He also 
implies a hierarchical order of values in which accountability, effectiveness, efficiency, 
fairness, and justness are superior (Bryson et al., 2015). “Moore’s work has had a significant 
impact on public management thinking in the United States” (Bryson et al., 2015, p. 2). In fact, 
it marks a milestone in public administration research as it tries to overcome the prevailing 
opinion that public administrators are passive, rigid, antiquated, rule-fixated, policy-
implementing executers. In contrast, Moore’s theory attributes to public managers an active 
role and characterizes them as entrepreneurial agents that develop their own sense of purpose, 
seeking to reveal, define, sustain, and increase public value thereby actively shaping the 
political process. Moore (1995) further believes that “society denies its public sector the key 
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ingredient on which its private sector specifically relies to remain responsive, dynamic, and 
value creating, namely the adaptability and efficiency that come from using the imaginations 
of people called managers” (p. 19). Moreover, Moore (2013) aims to “call a public into 
existence” which involves citizens that are actively engaged and able to articulate particular 
actions and regulations they want to be pursued. Thus, elected officials and the public are the 
ultimate arbiter of public value (Moore & Benington, 2011). 
Timo Meynhardt on Public Value Creation in the Eyes of Society 
While Moore’s approach is focused primarily on the public administration sector, 
Meynhardt (2009) proclaims that every institution, private or public, creates value: “One cannot 
but influence public values” (p. 193). Meynhardt (2008, 2009) takes a psychologically rooted 
approach and describes public value as a subjective emotional-motivational assessment related 
to a concept of the public that is grounded in individuals’ representations and interpretations.  
Unlike Moore, Meynhardt’s (2009) public value concept is non-normative—public 
value perceptions are subjective and always lie in the eye of the beholder. Moreover, he is very 
explicit about what the terms public and value mean. Following Heyde (1926), Meynhardt 
(2009) defines value as the quality of the relationship between an evaluating subject and an 
evaluated object. As proclaimed by Heyde (1926), values never stand for themselves, they only 
exist in relation: “A value comes into being as an abstract entity of desirability or preference” 
(Meynhardt, 2009, p. 198). Thus, evaluations are driven by emotional-motivational constructs 
that are captured in individual needs, motivations, and attitudes. Consequently, “an evaluation 
of any object against basic needs is called a value” (Meynhardt, 2015, p. 321). 
Meynhardt’s (2009) definition of the public is also psychologically rooted. To him the 
public is an “individually formed abstraction generated on the basis of experiences made in 
daily practices” (Meynhardt, 2009, p. 204). Hence, “the public is what individuals perceive as 
the public” (Meynhardt, 2009, p. 205, emphasis in the original). This individual perception of 
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the public and, thus, society is shaped by organizations and their activities. Consequently, 
public value creation is any impact on common experience about the quality of the relationship 
between the individual and society (Meynhardt, 2009). Defining the public as a mental 
representation inhibits its division into stakeholder groups and pays tribute to society’s 
perceived complexity (Bryson et al., 2015).  
While Moore (2013, p. 273) strives “to call a public into existence” and remains on the 
macro-level, Meynhardt’s approach defines the public also at the individual level through 
human experience. He thereby follows an internal frame of reference where “the public is 
inside” (Meynhardt, 2009, p. 204). Moreover, Meynhardt (2009) draws on cognitive-
experiential self-theory (Epstein, 2003) which distinguishes four basic human needs: (1) the 
need for maximizing pleasure and minimizing pain, (2) the need for self-enhancement, (3) the 
need for maintaining control and coherence, and (4) the need for relatedness. “Needs concern 
deficits, i.e., felt discrepancies between an actual and desired psychological state that result in 
a motivation to act” (Meynhardt, 2009, p. 201). Accordingly, human beings aim to satisfy their 
basic needs in order to ensure personal well-being (e.g., Deci & Ryan, 2000). Notably, Epstein’s 
(2003) theory is non-hierarchical, i.e. every public value is of equal worth and differs among 
and within human beings over time. 
Meynhardt translated these needs into four public value dimensions: hedonistic-
aesthetical, moral-ethical, utilitarian-instrumental, and political-social.3 The identified 
dimensions have been empirically validated (Meynhardt & Bartholomes, 2011). Needs are 
practically relevant because they function as psychological reference points as to whether a 
person’s needs and perceived reality are congruent. Hence, if on the basis of basic human needs, 
an individual’s evaluation of the relationship between an object (e.g., an organization or 
product) and a group in public, is positive, individual needs are fulfilled and public value is 
                                                 
3 A detailed depiction of how the four basic needs translate into the four public value dimensions is outlined in 
Study 6.  
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created (Meynhardt, 2015). Thus, an organization’s contribution to the common good is based 
on individual reflections. Again, it is in relationships where individuals experience the public 
as catalyst for basic needs fulfilment. In reference to themselves, individuals make sense of 
their environments, develop a purpose, and relate to a social collective. That makes public value 
both value from and value for the public (Meynhardt, 2009). Assessing public value creation, 
thus, means assessing whether the activities of an organization substantially meet the basic 
needs of individuals. Altogether, Meynhardt’s (2015) public value concept is based on four 
theoretical assumptions: (1) value exists in relationships, (2) the public is inside, (3) public 
value is grounded in basic needs, and (4) public value creation is perceived, not delivered, and 
thus relative. 
Finding Common Ground 
In contrast with Meynhardt, Moore managed to talk about publicly held values without 
drawing attention to the individual. In particular, he emphasized that “the public as a whole 
becomes the appropriate arbiter of value—not particular, discrete individuals” (Moore, 2019, 
p. 360). This is problematic since any value aggregate that is held on the collective level initially 
arises on the individual level: Any administrative public value creation process occurs in a task 
environment which is defined by individuals with specific wants, needs, rights, or obligations. 
Influenced by Meynhardt’s (2009) individual-centered view of basic human needs, 
Moore (2019) ultimately acknowledged that he had to draw attention to the individual level and 
make assumptions about what drives human valuation. Therefore, Moore (2019) added his 
perspective on human aspirations. Similar to Meynhardt’s reliance on Epstein’s (2003) basic 
human needs, Moore (2019) referred to Wilson (1995) and Mansbridge (1990) in order to 
develop a typology of values, motivations, and aspirations that guide individuals’ behavior. He 
draws a scheme in which individuals are driven by four desires: individual material well-being, 
well-being of others, moral and legal duties towards others, and the vision of a good and just 
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society. Based on these internal aspirations, individuals evaluate whether they live in a good 
and just society or not, and on that basis, decide how to act socially, politically, and 
economically, i.e. whether to act like homo economicus, homo altruisticus, homo civicus or 
homo politicus. Responding to individuals’ wants, needs, and rights is not only governments’ 
duty and consistent purpose but also provides the opportunity for organizations across all 
sectors to respond to these demands. Functionally, these aspirations are equivalent to Epstein’s 
(2003) basic human needs that underlie Meynhardt’s (2009) public value theory. However, they 
serve as a necessary extension of Moore’s public value approach. Table 1.1 depicts how 
Moore’s individual aspirations translate to Meynhardt’s anthropocentric grounding of value.  
Table 1.1 Value development on the individual level  
Source Primary value orientation 
Basic human 
needs  




































Vision of a good 
and just society  
Value aspiration 
(Moore, 2019) 
Homo economicus Homo altruisticus Homo civicus  Homo politicus  
Note. This table depicts how Meynhardt’s (2009) public value dimensions translate into Moore’s 
(2019) value aspirations. 
Although this alignment establishes common ground in the theoretical foundations of 
how public values are formed, Meynhardt’s approach still differs greatly from Moore’s in that 
he does not formulate what organizations ought to do in order to create value for the public. 
Rather, Meynhardt’s public value concept is guided by the principle “public value is what the 
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public values” (Talbot, 2006, p. 7). Furthermore, Meynhardt’s (2009) public value concept 
acknowledges the complex web of conjoined need dependencies and value creation processes 
that occur between individuals, organizations, and society. Moreover, his approach is 
methodologically sound in that it provides operational definitions of value and the public that 
makes public value empirically observable. Thus, his concept is aimed at clearly articulating 
what society counts as valuable in an organization. Embedding public value creation in public 
perceptions enables an organization to direct specific efforts toward a mutually valued purpose, 
which is crucial for society to appraise the organization as legitimate. However, this conceptual 
approximation can be regarded as a first attempt to agree to some fundamental principles in the 
highly fragmented research field of public value.   
The Leipzig Leadership Model 
The Leipzig Leadership Model demonstrates how the theoretical framework of public 
value can be integrated into thinking and practice of leadership and therefore can reach into the 
actual performance of business enterprises. The Leipzig Leadership Model is a multi-
dimensional framework that puts purpose at the core of leadership practice and draws specific 
attention to the impact of leadership in articulating and measuring organizational performance 
with respect to those purposes. Specifically, the model poses four leadership questions on the 
individual, the organizational, and the societal level, which have to be considered jointly: 
– Purpose: What is the purpose of the overall goal and the meaning behind the 
action? The question here is: ‘Why?’ 
– Entrepreneurial Spirit: What does it mean to think and act entrepreneurially? 
The question here is: ‘How?’  
– Responsibility: How do we determine appropriate action? The question here, 
again, is: ‘How?’ 
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– Effectiveness: What does it mean to remain effective and achieve effective 
results despite increasing complexity? The question here is: ‘What?’ 
The model and its dimensions are depicted in Figure 1.2.  
Figure 1.2  The Leipzig Leadership Model 
 
Source: Adapted from Kirchgeorg et al. (2017, p. 91). 
The four model dimensions. Following, the four model dimensions will be explained 
in more detail. 
Purpose is the core of the Leipzig Leadership Model and refers to the means and ends 
of leadership decisions. A clear purpose nurtures affinity, commitment, and loyalty and 
generates motivation. A leader who fails to provide for a deeper “why” bears the risk of losing 
his credibility and legitimacy. Other than a company’s vision, mission or strategy, a purpose 
“cannot be chosen …, it has to be discovered” (Mourkogiannis, 2006, p. 17). The purpose can 
be characterized as the organization’s DNA—once discovered it attracts and inspires 
employees, centers organizational activities, and guides strategic change. Although a purpose 
has to be developed from within the organization, it does not exist in isolation but has to be 
derived from society’s needs. Thus, it is inextricably linked to an organization’s contribution to 
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the greater good. An important predecessor of purpose-oriented leadership is the critical 
capacity to lead oneself.4 
Entrepreneurial spirit describes the ability to create, innovate, embrace possibility but 
also one’s capacity to face risk and failure. In times of constant change and shorter lifecycles 
of products, services, and business models in general, entrepreneurial thinking is key to 
successful leadership as it enables organizations’ transformative power to renew themselves 
time and again. It means creating change rather than reacting to it. Through entrepreneurial 
thinking, leaders create dynamic work environments where innovation can take place in order 
to ensure an organization’s sustainable development and, thus, survival. Only leadership that 
shapes transformational change can release the dynamic power needed to explore and utilize 
promising opportunities. By encompassing entrepreneurial spirit, the Leipzig Leadership Model 
encourages leaders to take calculated risks and challenge the status quo.  
Responsibility describes the prerequisite of a legitimate purpose. A purpose is only 
legitimate if it is not pursued on the costs of others. Thus, responsible leadership must consider 
a social dimension, i.e. the effects actions have on others, as well as a temporal dimension, i.e. 
the question of how sustainable that performed action is. Thus, responsibility is inextricably 
linked to the fulfillment of others’ expectations; it is the ability to respond. Not fulfilling those 
expectations means “ow[ing] responses” (Kirchgeorg et al., 2017, p. 108). Noteworthy, 
responsibility cannot be delegated, it has to be taken.  
Effectiveness refers to the need of efficient and effective execution of the predefined 
goals. In times of resource depletion and ecological exploitation, competitive conditions force 
leaders to carefully consider their actions towards achieving a value contribution. Good 
leadership must therefore find a feasible way (effectiveness) and follow it properly (efficiency) 
                                                 
4 Heifetz (1994) formulates several strategic principles for self-leadership, although he prefers the description 
“preparation of the self” over any other.  
FRAMEWORK PAPER 
18 
(Kirchgeorg et al., 2017). Consequently, leading efficiently means to reach viable decisions and 
develop target-oriented strategies and processes that translate purpose into effective action. 
The four dimensions are mutually interdependent and collectively reinforcing. Through 
their interplay potentials as well as tension areas arise. Recognizing and addressing those 
potentials is an essential prerequisite for realizing potential in oneself, in the organization, and 
within the social environment. Only these potentials enable corporate growth and with it 
individual development, the realization of organizational goals and an increase of public value 
(Meynhardt et al., 2018). Therefore, good leadership has to constantly relate the “how” 
(entrepreneurial spirit, responsibility) and the “what” (effectivity) to the “why” (purpose). A 
unilateral prioritization of one dimension in favor of the other can be detrimental. Rather, it is 
the right balance of “know-how,” “know-what,” and “know-why” that creates credibility and 
ultimately leads to substantial results.  
Roots of the discussion. Bringing purpose and meaning back to leadership is not an 
entirely new idea. The ideas behind these principles were formerly articulated by the early 
intellectuals of the leadership field in organizational behavior research: Max Weber, Mary 
Parker Follett, Chester Barnard, James MacGregor Burns, and Philip Selznick. According to 
these pioneers, leadership is defined through its capacity to permeate individuals’ lives with 
purpose and meaning, not to increase economic performance (Podolny et al., 2010).  
Weber (1946, 1964) was among the first to highlight the function of leadership as the 
ability to create meaning. To Weber, leadership was not carrying out an assigned function but 
providing orientation, articulating organizational goals, establishing common ground, building 
organizational structures, and deploying the resources imperative to implement these purposes. 
While Weber (1964) emphasized the importance of a leader’s ability to establish a purpose to 
which followers could align, Barnard (1968) went even further by stating that value and purpose 
cannot be induced but have to be internalized. In The Functions of the Executive, Barnard 
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(1968) particularly underlined the responsibility of the leader to establish a system of 
communications (purpose, objectives, information flows, and decision rights) that would secure 
the voluntary cooperation of the organization’s members and ensure coordination across their 
efforts. Previously in The Essentials of Leadership, Follett (1933) had emphasized the dynamic 
aspects of reciprocal relationships. Follett believed that a unifying purpose is the true, but 
invisible leader. This unifying purpose not only guides the leader to react to prevailing 
circumstances but to shape them. Purpose, thus, is this “energizing force” that leads to a 
dynamic sympathy and an active “self-willed obedience” that lets people follow the leader 
(Follett, 1933, as cited in Kellerman, 2010, p. 95). 
Burns (1978) asserts that values and motivations, wants and needs, aspirations and 
expectations cumulate in a common purpose that enable both leaders and followers to pursue 
their goals. Like Follett, Burns proclaimed that leaders are inseparably linked to the 
environment they operate in and, thus, to their followers. Thereby, the quality of the leader-
follower relationship defines morality and motivation and sets the common purpose. Analogous 
to Follett, Burns (1978) believed that leaders not only operate in a social context, they also seek 
to change and develop it by empowering followers to higher moral standards (Heifetz, 1994; 
Kellerman, 2010). 
Like Barnard, Selznick (1984) conceives the organization as a systemic structure. He 
emphasized the leader’s role in creating meaning for the members of the organization and 
ensuring that the organization was institutionalized, i.e. “infuse[d] with values beyond the 
technical requirements of the task at hand” (Selznick, 1984, p. 17). He, thus, considers 
balancing internal and external constraints to be the core task of leadership.  
To summarize, revisiting the assumptions of early scholars such as Weber (1946, 1964), 
Barnard (1968), Follett (1933), Burns (1978) and Selznick (1984), maintains leaders’ initial 
role of being the “source of institutionalized values” (Podolny et al., p. 65). Thus, the primary 
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objective of leadership action was and should be to prevent individuals and, thus, society from 
loss of meaning. By putting purpose at the heart of leadership activities, the Leipzig Leadership 
Model (Kirchgeorg et al., 2017) acknowledges leaders’ integrative function for providing 
meaning and value. However, leadership also fulfils a social function (Drucker, 2001) and can 
neither be reduced to the interaction between superiors and employees, nor to corporate 
performance. 
Leading through contribution. The Leipzig Leadership Model reinforces a value 
contribution, that not only targets the individual and the organization, but also society as a 
whole. This idea has already been articulated by Drucker (2001, p. 20) who stated that “the 
purpose of business must lie in society since business enterprise is an organ of society.” Since 
leadership always also serves a social function (Drucker, 1973), good leadership means making 
a contribution to the common good that others consider valuable, relevant, and meaningful. In 
the Leipzig Leadership Model leadership performance is measured against its contribution to 
the greater good. “Accordingly, a value contribution is a contribution that is appreciated by 
individuals …, organizations, and … society, to the extent that it … justifies the expenditure of 
labor, capital, and natural resources” (Kirchgeorg et al., 2017, p. 127). It encompasses financial-
economic as well as cultural, social as well as political among other non-financial values (e.g., 
hedonistic-aesthetical or moral-ethical ones).  
A value contribution is revealed on three different levels: (1) the individual level, (2) 
the organizational level, and (3) the societal level. Creating value on the individual level means 
providing the right circumstances for the individual to grow and develop personally. This 
includes the fulfillment of individual needs such as security, job satisfaction or psychological 
health. Value creation on the organizational level means establishing a viable social system, 
that enables competitiveness, attractiveness to employers and capital markets, as well as social 
acceptance. Creating value on the societal level means to increase prosperity, to conserve 
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resources, and to provide social progress through innovation and new solutions. In the Leipzig 
Leadership Model, a company’s value contribution is inseparably linked to its success.  
In order to assess an organization’s societal value contribution, the public value theory 
can be utilized. As previously outlined, the notion of public value articulates what makes an 
organization valuable to society by operationalizing a firm’s contribution to the common good 
as perceived by the public (Meynhardt, 2009, 2019). Thereby, public value thinking functions 
as a means to legitimize what organizations do and how they do it and connects different stages 
of impact. On the individual level, “public value creation means sustaining or increasing 
individuals’ chances of favorable experiences of community and society, which helps them to 
develop and grow” (Meynhardt et al., 2018, p. 3). The Leipzig Leadership Model comprehends 
leading through contribution, that is, leading beyond individual gains towards the common 
good. As outlined in the previous chapter, a public value contribution can never be delivered; 
it has to be perceived. This should release corporate leaders from excessive expectations of 
being the commander-in-chief, possessing sole control of determining the company’s objectives 
and priorities (Bartlett & Ghoshal, 1994). Rather, the leader herself is part of a complex social 
system she can influence but not control. Following the assumptions of the Leipzig Leadership 
Model, “good leadership is measured by how effectively, responsibly, and entrepreneurially an 
appropriate contribution is achieved and a ‘purpose’ is [realized]” (Kirchgeorg et al., 2017, p. 
127). 
Six Studies in Organizational Behavior 
This dissertation examines the interrelations between individual purpose, public value, 
and organizations in society. Thereby, it contributes to the academic discipline of organizational 
behavior and to the strategic management of organizations as well as different forms of 
collective production and exchange systems. Organizational behavior studies human behavior, 
activities, and decisions in an organizational context on three different levels: the individual, 
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the group, and the organization. This not only encompasses a holistic examination of 
organizations’ roles as social systems, but also how group structures and processes shape 
individuals’ behavior (Robbins & Judge, 2018). However, in order to adequately approach the 
complexity of this dissertation’s core questions, the conducted studies make use of a wider 
range of theories and methodologies prevalent in the fields of psychology, economics, 
entrepreneurship, and public administration. Additionally, the Leipzig Leadership Model 
provides a valuable lens through which to view the dissertation’s studies, their strengths and 
key findings, as well as open questions that provide great potential for future research. Figure 
1.3 situates the dissertation’s studies in the Leipzig Leadership Model. Table 1.2 gives an 
overview of the studies considered in this dissertation and their current status of completion. 
Altogether, this dissertation can be perceived as a transdisciplinary effort to provide a better 
understanding of the relationships between individual activities and organizational activities 
that create value for society. The following section provides an overview of the dissertation’s 




Figure 1.3  Framework of the dissertation 
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Study 1, titled “Public Value Reporting: Adding Value to (Non-)Financial Reporting,” 
is written in co-authorship with Timo Meynhardt (HHL Leipzig, Germany and University of 
St. Gallen, Switzerland). It was published in the anthology Public Value: Deepening, Enriching, 
and Broadening the Theory and Practice of Creating Public Value. The study is based on the 
notion that an organization’s value depends on its contributions to the common good, as 
perceived by the public. The purpose of this study is to provide a corporate reporting approach 
that incorporates societal perspectives and, thus, advances (non-)financial reporting. 
Concretely, the study discusses three measures that can enhance existing reporting measures, 
namely the Public Value Scorecard, the Public Value Matrix, and the Public Value Reporting 
framework. The study’s originality and value lie, first, in the modification of the materiality 
matrix reflecting the added value from a public value perspective and, second, in the 
development of key performance indicators that generate a reliable Public Value Reporting 
framework. Previous research emphasized that existing corporate reporting insufficiently 
portrays societal value creation and that financial measurement alone cannot provide sufficient 
insight into corporate performance (Meynhardt et al., 2017). The presented measures enable 
organizations and institutions to gain a better grasp of the dynamics of events in their 
environment, to be more responsive to societal needs, and to legitimize their actions. Thereby, 
this study answers calls for qualified measurement tools (e.g., Hartley et al., 2017; Meynhardt 
et al., 2017) and, thus, contributes to a more holistic perspective of corporations’ social impact 
that is more accurate and, thus, broadens the current understanding of organizational value 
creation.  
Study 2, titled “Drivers of Sharing Economy Supply and Demand: The Role of 
Individual Characteristics,” is written in co-authorship with Susanne Pankov (HHL Leipzig, 
Germany), Steven A. Brieger (University of Sussex, UK), and Timo Meynhardt (HHL Leipzig, 
Germany and University of St. Gallen, Switzerland). An earlier version of the study was 
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presented at the International Macromarketing Conference. The article is currently completed 
and will be submitted to the Journal of Business Research. The purpose of this study is to 
examine the individual-level characteristics that lead people to participate in the sharing 
economy as users and as providers. The sharing economy—which provides users access to 
goods and services without owning them—is receiving increased attention from theorists and 
practitioners alike (e.g., Belk, 2007; Martin, 2016). Although research on the sharing economy 
is expanding, surprisingly little is known about the individuals who are the key players of this 
emerging trend (Bucher et al., 2016). This study takes an explorative approach to investigate 
the individual-level characteristics of people who participate in the sharing economy as users 
and as providers. Drawing on a sample of 1,170 respondents, our results reveal that socio-
demographics (gender, age, education), personality (extraversion, neuroticism, 
conscientiousness), and attitudes (interdependent self, materialism, sharing economy support, 
perceived public value contributions) are significantly associated with people’s activities in the 
sharing economy. Also, socio-demographic variables moderate the relationships between an 
individual’s personality traits and attitudes and its participation in the sharing economy. The 
value of this study lies in its theoretical contribution to encourage understanding about which 
individual attitudes, motivations, and personality characteristics facilitate and impede 
participation in the sharing economy. In addition, this study adds to the sparse empirical 
literature on this topic. 
Study 3, titled “Entrepreneurs’ Age, Institutions, and Social Value Creation: A Multi-
Country Study,” is written in co-authorship with Steven A. Brieger (University of Sussex, UK), 
Giuseppe Criaco (Rotterdam School of Management, Netherlands), and Siri A. Terjesen 
(American University Washington DC, USA and NHH Bergen, Norway). The article received 
a revise and resubmit from the journal Small Business Economics. The purpose of this paper is 
to examine the role of age as a determinant of individuals’ entrepreneurial behavior. Building 
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on lifespan psychology (Baltes 1987; Baltes et al., 2006) and institutional theory (e.g., North, 
1991), it argues for a U-shaped relationship between entrepreneurs’ age and their choice to 
create social value for their communities and societies. Moreover, it proposes that a country’s 
institutional quality moderates the curvilinear relationship between entrepreneurs’ age and 
social value creation. The empirical work is based on a sample from the Global 
Entrepreneurship Monitor survey comprising data from over 15,000 entrepreneurs in 45 
countries. Hypotheses are tested using multilevel regression analysis. The findings suggest that 
entrepreneurs are relatively more economically and less socially oriented during their middle 
age, whereas they express higher social orientation at both a younger and older ages. We also 
find that the cross-sectional age differences in entrepreneurs’ business goals vary depending on 
the characteristics of the formal environment (i.e., rules and laws) where entrepreneurs are 
embedded. The originality of this study lies in its theoretical contribution to both lifespan 
psychology and entrepreneurship. Yet, little is known about how motives for value creation 
change during the lifespan of entrepreneurs. Moreover, this research provides substantial 
evidence that entrepreneurs pursue multiple business objectives. Thus, by applying a 
developmental-contextual perspective this study delivers a new understanding of why and how 
entrepreneurs’ value preferences change over time as well as how they are influenced by 
country-level institutional factors.  
Study 4, titled “Too Much of a Good Thing? On the Relationship Between CSR and 
Employee Work Addiction” is written in co-authorship with Steven A. Brieger (University of 
Sussex, UK), Stefan Anderer, Andreas Fröhlich (both HHL Leipzig, Germany), and Timo 
Meynhardt (HHL Leipzig, Germany and University of St. Gallen, Switzerland). An earlier 
version of the study was presented at the 28th International Colloquium of Relationship 
Marketing. The study was published in the Journal of Business Ethics. This paper enlarges the 
debate on the multifaceted consequences of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) by 
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discussing the relationship between organizational CSR engagement and employee work 
addiction. While previous research highlights the positive effects of organizational CSR 
engagement on employee outcomes, this study seeks to shed light on the potential risks 
associated with CSR. Drawing on social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979) and public 
value theory (Meynhardt, 2009, 2015) the study argues that employees who work for socially 
responsible organizations identify more strongly with their organization and so perceive their 
work as more meaningful.  This perception leads the employees to invest more effort and time 
in work than required and even to work excessively while being unable to disengage from work 
activities. The argument is built on the analysis of a sample of 565 Swiss employees taken from 
the 2017 Swiss Public Value Atlas dataset (CLVS, 2017). Hypotheses are tested using 
regression analysis. Results show that CSR activities perceived by employees negatively affect 
work addiction and can, thus, be classified as a resource for employees. However, since 
organizational CSR engagement positively influences organizational identification and work 
meaningfulness, it indirectly increases work addiction. Accordingly, organizational 
identification and work meaningfulness act as buffering variables in the relationship, thus 
suppressing the negative effect of CSR on work addiction. Results also provide evidence that 
the positive indirect effects of organizational CSR engagement on work addiction via 
organizational identification and work meaningfulness become even stronger if employees 
demonstrate awareness of the wider public, i.e. community, nation or world. The study provides 
both a theoretical and a practical contribution. By providing a more contextualized 
understanding of the conditions by which CSR shapes employee attitudes, intentions, and 
behaviors, this study reveals the ambiguous character of corporate CSR, thereby closing a 
significant research gap in the literature. From a practitioner point of view, this study helps 




Study 5, titled “Haniel: Implementing the Corporate Responsibility Strategy,” is a case 
study written in co-authorship with Timo Meynhardt (HHL Leipzig, Germany and University 
of St. Gallen, Switzerland). It was recognized with a scholarship from The Case Centre and 
will be published there. The case deals with the German family-equity company Haniel and 
depicts the process of implementing a Corporate Responsibility strategy throughout a holding 
company and its divisions. Drawing on public value theory (Meynhardt, 2009, 2015), it shows 
how a Corporate Responsibility strategy can be operationalized on the organizational level in 
order to evaluate inherent trade-offs between being profitable while still acting sustainably. The 
originality of this case study lies in its practical applicability of the public value approach and 
its high level of realism. Moreover, it illustrates two seemingly incompatible organizational 
objectives: business growth and economic success on the one hand and sustainability and 
environmental value creation on the other hand. Studying that case, students will learn how to 
evaluate potential acquisitions in terms of value creation and make sustainable growth decisions 
on a holding level. 
Study 6, titled “Public Value Performance: What Does It Mean to Create Value in the 
Public Sector?” is written in co-authorship with Timo Meynhardt (HHL Leipzig, Germany and 
University of St. Gallen, Switzerland), Steven A. Brieger (University of Sussex, UK), Pepe 
Strathoff (University of St. Gallen, Switzerland), Stefan Anderer (HHL Leipzig, Germany), 
Carolin Hermann (University of St. Gallen, Switzerland), Jana Kollat (Leuphana University of 
L��burg, Germany), Paul Neumann (University of St. Gallen, Switzerland), Steffen 
Bartholomes, and Peter Gomez (University of St. Gallen, Switzerland). The article was 
published in Public Sector Management in a Globalized World edited by R. Andeßner, D. 
Greiling, and R. Vogel in 2017. Following Bryson et al. (2014) and their categorization of the 
public value field, the article provides an overview of public value research conducted by 
Moore (1995, 2013), Bozeman (2007), and Meynhardt (2009, 2015). Building on psychological 
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theory as a frame of reference, the study translates theoretical reasoning into practical tools and 
provides an overview of how public managers can make use of two management tools, the 
Public Value Scorecard and the Public Value Atlas. The value of this article lies in its 
contribution to the field of public administration as it provides a compass for public sector 
leaders concerning strategic challenges in their organizations. Moreover, it provides public 
managers with the knowledge and tools to weigh future decisions and analyze likelihoods and 
risks of public value contribution goals. 
Overview of Key Findings 
This following section outlines the dissertation’s overall key findings within a joint 
reading of the its studies. Results that are specific to the individual studies are discussed within 
chapters on those studies.  
The first key finding is that public value perceptions are substantially relevant in a 
variety of contexts and sectors, i.e., private organizations (Study 1, Study 4), sharing economy 
(Study 2), entrepreneurship (Study 3), family businesses (Study 5), and public administration 
(Study 6). Thereby, this dissertation proves that public value is relevant not only for public 
managers and policy makers, but also for other individuals seeking to create value for society 
(e.g., Study 3). The public value concept crosses outside of disciplinary boundaries, and this 
interdisciplinary character is reflected in the variety of research approaches used in this thesis. 
The work is at once empirical (Studies 1-4) and conceptual (Study 1, Study 6) as well as 
practical (Study 5) and theoretical (Study 4) providing a range of contributions to be developed 
in order to forward the conversation on public value. The depicted studies illustrate, develop, 
and test the theory and practice of creating public value not only by challenging the underlined 




The second key finding is that public value perceptions are important determinants 
shaping individuals’ attitudes, and, thus, behavior. Attitudes are psychological constructs 
formed on the basis of individual values (Herek, 1987; Katz, 1960). The dissertation argues that 
value is created when individuals’ basic needs are fulfilled. When “human beings feel positive 
about something that results in a direct personal gain and/ or a positive impact on the community 
or society they live in,” (Meynhardt et al., 2018, p. 2) this results in public value. This 
contribution to both social stability and progress enables individuals to develop and grow as it 
maintains or expands their chances of positive experiences of society. Thus, public value serves 
as an enabling function for the individual (Meynhardt, 2015). The extent to which individuals 
perceive an organization or a service provider as contributing to the public’s welfare affects 
their level of engagement (Study 2). Public value perceptions are also an essential component 
of an “individual’s evaluative, sense-making, and identity-shaping mechanisms” (Brieger et al., 
2019, p. 7). Individuals who show higher levels of awareness for public value are likely to care 
for the public’s welfare and derive a sense of meaning and identity from that awareness (Study 
4). Additionally, this dissertation documents that public value considerations also inform 
business leaders whether their company’s strategic considerations are consistent with their core 
values or whether they even destroy public value efforts (Study 5). This way, business 
opportunities that do not match the company’s professed identity are divested or spun off. 
Clearly, public value forms a substantial part in an individual’s valuation system and, thus, 
serves as an empowering rationale.  
The third key finding is that systems on the individual level, the organizational level, 
and the societal level mutually reinforce each other across the levels in creating value. Several 
articles in this dissertation point out that organizations contributing to public value creation 
unlock individuals’ emotional-motivational potential in a way that they feel more engaged or 
identify more strongly with the larger entity (Study 2, Study 4). Thus, an organization creating 
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value for society enhances positive work-related self-concepts among its employees (Study 4). 
However, this process can also have negative consequences as results indicate that the perceived 
contribution to society strengthens the individuals’ willingness to make sacrifices for the 
employing organization even to the extent of ignoring one’s own physical health (Study 4). 
Additionally, this dissertation also points to the significant role institutions play in influencing 
entrepreneurs’ value creation goals for society (Study 3). By directing the attention towards the 
context in which entrepreneurial value creation occurs, this dissertation demonstrates that the 
public sphere is essential element that facilitates or constrains individuals’ potential to create 
value for society. Thereby, this dissertation also empirically substantiates underlying 
assumptions on interaction effects between individuals, business, and society made in the 
Leipzig Leadership Model (Kirchgeorg et al., 2017). 
Finally, the fourth key finding is that value creation is perceived as multidimensional 
and cannot be restricted to mere financial contributions. On the individual level, results indicate 
that value contributions are not estimated and judged entirely in financial terms (Studies 1-3, 
Studies 5-6). Public value perceptions are built on a number of different dimensions of 
evaluation. Financial motives play only a subordinate role when engaging in sharing services 
(Study 2), when forming entrepreneurial intentions and creating public value (Study 3) or when 
assessing future business opportunities (Study 5). Likewise, on the organizational level results 
point to the fact that the financial bottom line alone is not an adequate measure to assess 
organizational value creation (Study 1, Study 5). Ultimately, the thesis finds that public value 
creation is more than seeking economic growth by combining business interests and societal 
needs. Assessing public value opportunities also involves discourse, integration of a variety of 
subjective dimensions of evaluation next to financial opportunities, and the management of 
emerging costs and trade-offs (Study 1, Study 5, Study 6). Ultimately, “merely concentrating 
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on maximizing stakeholder value neglects the multi-dimensionality of organizational value 
creation (or destruction)” (Meynhardt & Bäro, 2019, p. 96). 
Implications 
The results of this dissertation help to close research gaps and hold valuable implications 
for both researchers and practitioners, as discussed below.  
This dissertation precisely provides practitioners with a clear grasp on how to position 
an organization in a broader societal context, thereby recognizing the people who buy products, 
vote for initiatives, and decide for whom to work (Studies 1-6). By applying public value 
thinking, practitioners learn how to make use of public value to better legitimize their 
organization’s reason for being and their license to operate. This legitimacy is essential because 
“if people do not accept or appreciate what [an organization] does, its legitimacy may be 
endangered, despite its actual behavior or performance” (Meynhardt & Bartholomes, 2011, p. 
288). This dissertation supports practitioners in backing their statement of corporate ambition 
with tangible commitments (Study 1, Study 5, and Study 6). “In times of growing mistrust in 
organizations as the nation’s wealth-creating engines, [creating and reporting on public value] 
becomes a business imperative” (Meynhardt & Bäro, 2019, p. 104). 
Furthermore, this dissertation depicts an array of methods and techniques for measuring 
public value that are equally relevant for government, nonprofit organizations, and business 
leaders. The outlined instruments, namely the Public Value Scorecard (Study 1, Study 5, Study 
6), the Public Value Atlas (Study 6), the Public Value Matrix, and the Public Value Reporting 
framework (both Study 1) help market actors to deliver valuable insights on the quality of the 
relationship between the organization and society. Managing and measuring public value 
provide “several strategic opportunities, including effective risk management, an enhanced 
ability to recognize the organizational purpose, and a much more multifaceted view of 
entrepreneurial opportunities” (Meynhardt & Bäro, 2019, p. 104). Adding a public value 
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perspective and committing to a common purpose gives rise to reciprocal relations between 
people, the organization, and society. It creates more loyal customers (Study 2), more engaged 
employees (Study 4), more reliable suppliers (Study 5), and more supportive shareholders and 
societies (Study 1 and Study 6). These improvements in turn give rise to greater revenues, lower 
costs and higher profits. Furthermore, previous research provides significant evidence that 
public value creation is associated with lower volatility of stock returns and with higher risk-
adjusted returns, dividend-yield, and accounting profitability measures (Bilolo, 2018). 
Additionally, findings support the notion that individuals prioritize investments which they 
believe support the development towards a viable and just society (Bilolo, 2018). Thus, 
practitioners are well advised to communicate public value efforts not only to increase 
transparency regarding organizational activity but also to make their organizations particularly 
attractive for responsible investors preferring profitable equity investments.  
This dissertation also has implications for the theoretical study of leadership. As this 
dissertation argues, leadership is a social construct, a negotiated relationship that exists between 
individuals or between individuals and society (Kirchgeorg et al., 2017). Thus, leadership 
cannot simply be evaluated on its utilitarian outcomes. Consequently, leaders in organizations 
benefit from applying public value perspectives in a way that it empowers them to engage in 
discourse with their surroundings. This also provides for the opportunity to understand 
discrepancies between the external and internal view on an organization and, thus, renders 
leaders to be more responsive to societal needs (Meynhardt & Bäro, 2019). Pursuing public 
value management is valuable. Organizational legitimacy not only emerges from financial 
support, i.e. from customers buying products, but also from the public permitting corporations 
to continue operating (Drucker, 2001; Moore & Khagram, 2004). Consequently, leaders who 
are pursuing purpose-oriented leadership informed by societal value contributions are not only 
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holding up the interests of beneficiaries and investors (Study 1; also see Bilolo, 2018), but also 
exercising stewardship over the companies that they lead (Study 5).  
Findings from this dissertation also hold implications for public and nonprofit managers 
seeking to foster their public sector organizations’ common good orientation. With the help of 
the presented public value measures (Study 1, Study 5, and Study 6) public managers are able 
to make informed decisions about particular laws, policies, and regulations which contributes 
to public value creation in their communities. Encompassing public value thinking as part of 
the strategic management process influences institutional design and fosters the dialogue 
between public administration and the public, they ought to create value for (Bryson et al., 
2015; Moore, 2013). Furthermore, policy makers gain valuable insights and knowledge on the 
enabling factors leading individuals to engage in value creating activities and thus contribute to 
the common good. For example, in order to foster entrepreneurial value creation, policy makers 
should design age-group specific policies and social entrepreneurship programs particularly 
supporting third-age entrepreneurs in implementing and sustaining social goals in their 
businesses (e.g., Howorth et al., 2012). Moreover, policy makers must acknowledge that only 
favorable and supportive institutional environments allow entrepreneurs to follow their innate 
preferences (Study 3). The value of the study is in defining what constitutes such an 
environment. 
Finally, this dissertation adds to the academic conversation in economics by challenging 
the basic assumptions of the homo economicus. The notion that humans act rationally and 
purely egoistically is still a fundamental premise in much of the research in economics. Alas, 
economists have a very counterintuitive vision of human behavior, reducing human activity to 
a resolute dedication to maximize profit or pleasure. Proponents of the homo economicus 
sometimes call it a “simplifying or heuristic assumption” (Wrong, 1986); however, academic 
doctrines only unfold their full value when they are close to common-sense reality. 
FRAMEWORK PAPER 
36 
Accordingly, this dissertation builds on the premise that human behavior is not solely based on 
selfish intentions and motives, but rather nurtured by a multitude of psychological satisfactions 
such as ethical and social values alongside hedonic and utilitarian concerns. By going beyond 
the traditional economic model of the human being, a model that is all too simplistic to 
adequately inform theory and practice, this dissertation helps economic theorists to bridge the 
terminological divide between economists and psychologists as well as between private-sector 
and social-sector reasoning.  
The dissertation also extends the prevailing approach of the field of organizational 
behavior. In this field levels of interest are typically limited to the individual level, the group 
level, and the organizational level (Robbins & Judge, 2018). These are inadequate as 
organizational activity in general and leadership in particular go beyond the scope of a team or 
group. “Organizational action has to be understood not as an exercise of individual agency, but 
as response to the demands of the external actors upon which the organization depends for 
resources and support” (Podolny et al., 2010, p. 66). Thus, to broaden previous theorizing in 
the domain of organizational behavior, this dissertation extends the scope of investigation by 
encompassing the societal level, without which research can rely only on a rather fragmented 
picture of how human behavior is shaped. Altogether, this dissertation informs theorists and 
practitioners on how to design organizational practices as well as how to prioritize strategic 
steps in order to align the organization with an authentic higher purpose that intersects with 
society’s interests and helps guide leaders’ decisions.  
Strengths, Limitations, and Avenues for Future Research 
This section outlines the dissertation’s strengths and limitations within a joint reading 
of the thesis’ studies, which represent avenues for future research. Again, strengths and 
limitations that are specific to the individual studies are discussed within the context of each of 
the chapters respectively.  
FRAMEWORK PAPER 
37 
A first overall strength of the dissertation lies in the development of an economic 
method that enables the quantitative measurement of corporate value creation for society. The 
provided tools empower organizations to engage in discourse with their surroundings and, thus, 
render them more responsive to societal needs. Previous work called for accounting measures 
that translate broad philosophical objectives into visible and measurable goals as well as 
complementary approaches that measure firm performance beyond shareholder value (Hartley 
et al., 2017; Meynhardt 2009; Moore & Khagram, 2004). Both the Public Value Reporting 
framework and the Public Value Matrix (Study 1) are capable of reflecting a comprehensive 
cost-benefit analysis that includes accomplishments and failures of organizational action. 
Thereby, they enrich corporate reporting and business communication in general. Moreover, 
they overcome obstacles suffered by previous instruments, such as the Public Value Scorecard 
(Meynhardt, 2015) or the Public Value Account (Moore, 2013), which required extensive data 
collection through workshops, surveys, online assessments or in-depth interviews within each 
organization prior to the actual data analyses. These new measures are also an improvement 
over existing instruments that concentrate merely on revenue streams. “Rather, Public Value 
Reporting intends to portray an organization’s value creating activities that are not yet captured 
in corporate reporting” (Meynhardt & Bäro, 2019, p. 104). Thus, it is one of the first attempts 
to document tangible strategic assets of organizational activities that benefit society. Linking 
organizational efforts to a collectively valued purpose that is rooted in basic human needs helps 
to reconfigure the notions of business: Why does it exist? Why was it created? What is there to 
do? What does it aspire to become? Moreover, these measures support managers in balancing 
multiple and potentially contradicting obligations, initiate dialogue, and guide organizations 
from applying an inside-out perspective toward an outside-in perspective.  
A second overall strength is that this dissertation responds to calls for more empirical 
research in the field of public value (e.g., Bryson et al., 2015; Hartley et al., 2017; Williams & 
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Shearer, 2011). Existing literature mainly explores public value creation through case studies 
(Benington & Hartley, 2019; Hartley et al., 2017) which serve as a valuable starting point since 
“public value is inherently a practical idea” (Moore, 2019, p. xxviii). However, in order to 
advance the scholarly debate on public value, this dissertation substantiates theoretical claims 
with empirical evidence (Studies 1-4). For example, by drawing on lifespan psychology (Baltes 
et al., 2006) and institutional theory (North, 1991), this dissertation provides evidence that 
formal institutional quality moderates entrepreneurs’ value creation over the course of life. 
Thus, formal institutions influence individual value creation and, thus, economic outcomes. 
Moreover, by leveraging a multilevel approach this dissertation provides insight into how 
entrepreneurs’ business goals change over the course of life and within different societies 
(Study 3). Additionally, this research provides empirical evidence that organizational public 
value serves as an empowering rationale regarding individuals’ participation in the sharing 
economy (Study 2). Finally, the dissertation’s empirical results further provide evidence that it 
seems wise for organizations to engage in value creating activities as it results in positive effects 
both on the micro and on the macro level (Study 4).  
Additionally, this dissertation further investigates potential negative outcomes of private 
organizations’ public value initiatives. Previously, critique has been raised regarding the private 
sector’s ability to create public value. For example, Moore (2019) raised awareness that the 
concept of public value could “get used to justify commercial enterprises that generate profits 
without recognizing the interests and rights of employees, suppliers, consumers, or citizens in 
society as a whole” (p. xxviii). This dissertation made an initial attempt to shed light on these 
concerns and to learn more about the negative consequences of public value efforts. In fact, 
some results of this dissertation suggest that organizations’ common good practices can lead to 
certain negative effects, such as an increase in the risk of employee work addiction (Study 4).  
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A third overall strength refers to the application of the Leipzig Leadership Model 
(Kirchgeorg et al., 2017). For example, Kempster et al. (2011) argue that “work within the field 
of leadership has been characterized by rather limited, often polemic and naively simplistic 
commentaries on purpose” (p. 319). Indeed, up until now leadership practice did not attribute a 
major role to societal purpose (Kempster et al., 2011). Also, “further development of scientific 
knowledge and the connectivity to research” (Kirchgeorg et al., 2017, p. 85) has largely been 
disregarded by the developers of the Leipzig Leadership Model. Therefore, this dissertation 
demonstrates that the Leipzig Leadership Model serves as a promising starting point to develop 
useful heuristics for leadership practice and to outline a research agenda for purpose-focused 
leadership research. What is more, it helps to identify blind spots, potentials, and risks and sheds 
light on relations that yet remain unaddressed. Moreover, this dissertation broadens the model 
in scale and scope by making valuable propositions and providing a systematically derived 
framework for understanding value creation for the individual, the organization, and society at 
large.  
A fourth overall strength refers to the transdisciplinary nature of the conducted research. 
Transdisciplinary research is the attempt “to integrate and synthesize many different 
disciplinary perspectives … by focusing more directly on the problems … and by ignoring 
arbitrary intellectual turf boundaries” (Hirsch Hadorn et al., 2006, p. 120). “A transdisciplinary 
approach displays a substantially higher potential to contend with the challenges posed by 
complex issues than merely disciplinary or additive interdisciplinary modes of inquiry” 
(Schwaninger, 2001, p. 1209). The strength of this dissertation lies, first, in the developed 
transdisciplinary connections among various academic disciplines such as economics, 
psychology, and public administration and, second, in the application of a number of different 
research approaches and methodologies, including qualitative and quantitative approaches, 
conceptual and empirical work to generate knowledge in the desire to initiate social change. 
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Thus, the multi-faceted perspectives offered within this dissertation provide great potential for 
an “increasingly specialized workforce of experts” (Toomey et al., 2015, p. 1). 
Despite its various strengths, this dissertation is not without limitations, calling for more 
research to develop the present findings. A first limitation refers to the cross-sectional nature 
of the datasets making it impossible to determine causality among the variables. In order to 
account for the dynamic nature of certain variables, such as work addiction (Study 4) or 
perceived (public) value contribution (Study 2, Study 3), a longitudinal design would be 
favorable and would provide more insights into the potential causal relationships of the 
proposed models across time. Also, creating public value and developing a publicly valued 
purpose are dynamic processes. The presented case study (Study 5) and the developed Public 
Value Reporting framework (Study 1) account for those developmental perspectives and also 
allow for comparison of different moments in time as well as observation of the progress made. 
However, in order to reveal the precise dynamics of public value creation, longitudinal and 
comparative research would be desirable.   
A second limitation refers to the potential for systematic error variance in the form of 
common method bias and bias resulting from self-reports (Podsakoff et al., 2003) in the 
empirical studies (Studies 2-4). Several steps have been taken to mitigate this limitation, such 
as assuring participants anonymity, varying response formats for predictor and criterion 
measures, inclusion of reverse-coded items and open questions in the survey, pretesting item 
comprehensibility and study length as well considering objective control variables. Although 
these procedures allowed for some control over shared aspects in cognition and, thus, 
differences in response bias across groups, additional empirical research should try to make use 
of more objective behavioral data instead of solely relying on self-reports. 
Third, even though the dissertation’s empirical studies draw on rich datasets, the scope 
of the samples is limited. Most of the datasets were collected in Germany or Switzerland (except 
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Study 3) which may lead to the results not being generalizable to other countries. Although the 
samples are representative with regard to demographic variables or the targeted user base, cross-
cultural differences in individuals’ attitudes, beliefs, and motives are conceivable. On a more 
general level, the normative human image that underlies the conducted research may limit the 
validity of the findings. This underlying human image is characterized by the rights that ensure 
personal freedom and participation in society along with a liberal democratic order that 
empowers individuals to make their own decisions and to choose their own purpose without 
authoritative, top-down prescriptions. Consequently, the presented results are predicated on the 
privileges and actions of liberal decision-making as it can mostly be found in western 
democracies. Further research should try to obtain data from other countries with very different 
institutions and political cultures in order to reveal whether the presented findings are 
generalizable and in order to obtain a more comprehensive picture of the linkages discussed in 
the dissertation. 
Fourth, the measures used present a further limitation. For example, in Study 3 we 
measured entrepreneurs’ perceived value creation rather than actual value creation for society. 
Likewise, in Study 4, a firm’s corporate social responsibility is measured in the perceptions of 
employees. Although this is in line with the underlying theoretical assumption that value 
creation lies in the eyes of the beholder (Meynhardt, 2009), future research should integrate 
some objective measures of entrepreneurial and social value creation in order to obtain more 
rigorous results. Additionally, due to constraints in the data collection processes and the reliance 
on existing datasets (e.g., the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor dataset), value creation had to 
be measured with different conceptions, i.e. public value, corporate social responsibility, and 
social value. This limits the comparability of the individual studies. 
In conclusion, the results of this dissertation offer a differentiated view on value creation 
on the individual, the organizational, and the societal level. Specifically, this dissertation 
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emphasizes that value and individual purpose are created in the realm of individual human 
experience. Precisely, it demonstrates that it is the conjunction between conceptualization and 
practice that gives public value its intellectual vitality and richness, as well as its practical utility 
(Moore, 2019). There are still many nuances of the relation between purpose and public value 
remaining to be explored. This dissertation is a first attempt towards a more holistic approach 
to “value-related concerns of previous eras that were always present but not dominant” (Bryson 
et al., 2015, p. xvii). This work seeks to contribute to a deeper understanding of the drivers and 
outcomes of public value perceptions, and it is the hope of the author that this compendium of 
empirical studies and conceptual analysis helps to close some knowledge gaps while 
stimulating further thought and action pertaining to the multiple aspects of public value and 
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Although research on the sharing economy is receiving increasing attention, remarkably little 
is known about the individuals who are the key players in this emerging trend. This study takes 
an explorative approach to investigate the individual-level characteristics of people who 
participate in the sharing economy as users and as providers. Drawing on a sample of 1,170 
respondents, our results reveal that socio-demographics (gender, age, education), personality 
(extraversion, neuroticism, conscientiousness), and attitudes (interdependent self, materialism, 
sharing economy support, perceived public value contributions) are significantly associated 
with people’s activities in the sharing economy. Also, socio-demographic variables moderate 
the relationships between an individual’s personality traits and attitudes and its participation in 
the sharing economy. Implications and avenues for future research are discussed. 
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Introduction 
The sharing economy5 – which provides users access to goods and services without 
owning them – is receiving increased attention from theorists and practitioners alike (e.g., Belk, 
2007; Martin, 2016). The sharing economy is composed of online platforms enabling people to 
use their unproductive assets into income-generating ones (Munger, 2018). While in the past, 
people naturally owned their own personal belongings such as houses, cars, bicycles, clothes, 
tools, storage spaces or other consumer items, the sharing economy now allows people to rent 
what they need on a short- or long-term term basis. New software platforms operating through 
new, portable devices connect demanders and suppliers in a time- and cost-efficient manner. 
As Munger (2018) points out, the sharing economy does not sell goods but rather reductions in 
transaction costs. But not only time- and cost-effectiveness make the sharing economy 
attractive for customers, it is also the sustainable dimension of the sharing economy that raises 
peoples’ attention. Many sharing economy organizations adopt sustainable strategies, 
emphasizing ecological and altruistic ambitions such as curing resource depletion and 
increasing sustainable consumption (e.g., Bellotti et al., 2015). However, the sustainability ideal 
of the sharing economy has been questioned. The impact of the sharing economy is discussed 
controversially whether it is “a pathway to sustainability or a nightmarish form of neoliberal 
capitalism” (Martin, 2016, p. 149). Thus, as Fleming (2018, p. 8) summarizes, the 
“individualization of work, spread of freelancing, on-demand part-time work and insecure jobs 
in the sharing economy” are challenges to be taken seriously. 
Although, research on the sharing economy is expanding, knowledge about the 
individuals who are the key players in this emerging trend is remarkably sparse (Bucher et al., 
2016). Previous research identified a multitude of motives that enhance participation in the 
sharing economy such as financial benefits (e.g., Eckhardt & Bardhi, 2015), environmental 
                                                 
5 Definitions to describe the nature of the phenomenon vary from terms such as “collaborative consumption” to 
“crowd-based capitalism” or “gig-economy” (Martin, 2016; Schor, 2014; Sundararajan, 2014). 
DRIVERS OF SHARING ECONOMY SUPPLY AND DEMAND 
53 
concerns (Möhlmann, 2015), prosocial values (e.g., Albinsson & Yasanthi Perera, 2012), 
hedonic motives (e.g., Hamari et al., 2016) as well as utility (e.g., Hellwig et al., 2015; 
Lamberton & Rose, 2012). However, the results remain equivocal and reveal some 
shortcomings (Davidson et al., 2018; Möhlmann, 2015). First, extant research on the 
determinants of sharing has been either purely conceptual (e.g., Belk, 2007, 2010; Benoit et al., 
2017) or focused explicitly on one single sector, such as mobility or accommodation (e.g., 
Barnes & Mattsson, 2017; Möhlmann, 2015). Second, prior research largely neglects to 
differentiate between users as recipients and users as providers of goods and services, which 
may have produced ambiguous results (Davidson et al., 2018). One of the rare studies 
distinguishing between a user and a provider perspective, even reported a mismatch between 
users’ and providers’ motivations to use sharing economy services (Belotti et al., 2015). 
Consequently, personal motives on the distribution side remain somewhat uncharted territory 
(Bucher et al., 2016). Third, previous research contributions focused primarily on single 
determinants, instead of taking a holistic approach (Möhlmann, 2015). While prior work mainly 
concentrated on individual attitudes and motives determining collaborative consumption, the 
roles of socio-demographic variables and personality factors remain underexplored, particularly 
in empirical studies. In fact, earlier studies in psychology provide evidence for the interrelation 
between psychographic and socio-demographic variables when it comes to consumer behavior 
(e.g., Egea & Frutos, 2013). Particularly, Mondak et al. (2010) emphasize that, in order to 
identify and understand the fundamental mechanisms that underpin human behavior, 
situational, and dispositional factors have to be taken into account. Behavior and thus 
participation are to a large extent shaped by individuals’ traits and attitudes as well as their 
interaction. Prior research on participation in the sharing economy has solely focused on 
attitudes and motivations (e.g., Barnes & Mattsson, 2017; Bellotti et al., 2015; Benoit et al., 
2017; Bucher et al., 2016). But contrary to traits, attitudes are context-sensitive and therefore 
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subject to change (Althayde, 2009). Attitudes and motives influence participative behavior, but 
how and to what extent depends on individuals’ characteristics (Mondak et al., 2010).  
 We seek to close these research gaps by providing a more comprehensive insight into 
the driving forces of sharing economy demand and supply, thus, offering a more nuanced look 
on how suppliers and consumers’ intentions are formed when engaging in the sharing economy. 
Specifically, we address the following research question: “What role do individual values and 
characteristics play in explaining an individual’s intentions to participate in the sharing 
economy as users and as providers?” Using a sample of more than 1,100 participants, our study 
makes three key contributions. First, we move beyond the theoretical discourse that is currently 
holding academic controversies on the sharing economy and refer to the call for reliable data 
within the field of the sharing economy (Barnes & Mattsson, 2017; Bellotti et al., 2015). 
Building on empirical findings, this study provides a more comprehensive understanding of 
why individuals engage in online collaborative consumption and its possible implications. 
Second, by taking into account different sharing contexts, including non-profit and for-profit 
sharing ventures, as well as different industries, this study advances and extends current 
knowledge on the sharing economy. Moreover, this study not only encompasses a more 
extensive and more diverse set of sharing economy organizations than most studies, it also 
refers to calls to investigate sharing behavior from a provider point of view (e.g., Davidson et 
al., 2018). Third, by proposing a model that includes personality among other antecedents of 
sharing behavior, we show that socio-demographic variables play a crucial role in predicting 
individual participation.  
Our paper is structured as follows: First, we lay the conceptual foundation by explaining 
the concept of the sharing economy as well as the theory of planned behavior. Next, we review 
extant research on the role of individual characteristics such as socio-demographics, personality 
traits, and attitudes to participate in the sharing economy. We then introduce our theoretical 
DRIVERS OF SHARING ECONOMY SUPPLY AND DEMAND 
55 
framework and develop the hypotheses. We then discuss the methodology used in this paper 
and describe our empirical analysis and the main findings. Finally, we conclude with a 
discussion of the results, limitations, and directions for future research.  
The Rise of the Sharing Economy 
In recent years, the sharing economy has rapidly emerged from a fringe phenomenon of 
communities following an alternative way of living to a new consumption paradigm in modern 
societies. The central vision behind the sharing economy is a shift from owning to sharing 
possessions and resources (Belk, 2010). As a result, sharing can enable more conscious resource 
utilization, reallocation of power and the emergence of innovative business models (Cherry & 
Pidgeon, 2018; Grinevich et al., 2017; Heylighen, 2017; Schor, 2014) Whereas scholars mostly 
agree on the sharing economy’s fundamental principle of addressing the three pillars of 
sustainability (Botsman & Rogers, 2011; Hamari et al., 2016; Parguel et al., 2017), the term 
itself, related elements as well as the implications of sharing encourage a broad range of dissent 
views (Dreyer et al., 2017; Ertz & Leblanc-Proulx, 2018; Parguel et al., 2017). The credibility 
of sustainability in the sharing economy was particularly questioned due to several actions of 
sharing organizations such as Uber and Airbnb (Murillo et al., 2017). The Uberalization of 
work treats workers as independent and external enterprises, letting them work on demand in 
flexible employment systems, including zero-hours contracts, without insurances or protections 
in unregulated competitive environments. This new form of de-organization of work contradicts 
the hope that the sharing economy enables a transition towards a more sustainable society 
(Friedman, 2014; Martin, 2016).  
Within the dissent views, scholars frequently strive for explaining consumers’ aspiration 
for taking part in the sharing economy by investigating the motivation behind sharing (Benoit 
et al., 2017; Milanova & Maas, 2017), the role of materialism (Akbar et al., 2016; Davidson et 
al., 2018), consumer segments (Lutz & Newlands, 2018) or public acceptability (Cherry & 
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Pidgeon, 2018). Concerning motives, Milanova and Maas (2017), for instance, found that 
monetary incentives, declining societal values, and platform anonymity are the main drivers of 
participating in sharing services. Akbar et al. (2016) investigated the interrelation between 
sharing practices and materialistic value orientations of consumers. Their findings show that 
collaborative consumption offered by sharing ventures increasingly attract anti-materialistic 
consumers who would traditionally oppose the notion of consuming more products and 
services. By contrast, Davidson et al. (2018) find evidence that materialism may be positively 
related to participating in the sharing economy. Cherry and Pidgeon (2018) explored how the 
public perceives the sharing economy and found that besides positive attributes such as the 
efficient resource utilization and community idea, customers were criticizing the insufficient 
consideration of social needs such as inequality. However, despite these initial insights about 
consumers’ motives, values, and acceptability, we still know little about the role of individual 
characteristics for engaging in the sharing economy. 
Background and Hypotheses 
This study takes an explorative approach to examine the role of individual 
characteristics for supply and demand in the sharing economy. Individual characteristics can be 
defined as distinguishing traits and attributes of an individual that are capable of establishing 
uniqueness. This includes objective, descriptive identifiers of an individual such as sex, age, 
income, and formal education as well as subjective characteristics of an individual that are 
enduring psychological tendencies reflected in personality traits or individual attitudes 
(Gazzaniga & Heatherton, 2006). Research in psychology shows that individual characteristics 
are important predictors for individual behavior (Eysenck, 1947; Holland, 1997; McCrae & 
Costa, 1987, 2003). For this reason, we investigate the roles of three essential characteristics 
for people’s participation in the sharing economy: socio-demographics, personality traits, and 
attitudes. 
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The Role of Socio-Demographics 
Gender. Previous research shows that women are more engaged in the sharing economy 
than men. Hellwig et al. (2015, p. 898) point out that “women score significantly higher on the 
amount of actual sharing behavior than men both in terms of a number of objects shared and 
frequency of sharing. Women are significantly more willing to share.” Given the link between 
sustainability and the sharing economy, women’s generally greater activities in the sharing 
economy might be linked to their stronger predisposed prosocial behavior (Jaffee & Hyde, 
2000; Schwartz & Rubel, 2005; Schwartz & Rubel-Lifschitz, 2009). The aspect of sharing is 
more prevalent in women’s occupational and family roles, which are typically characterized as 
supportive, unselfish, and concerned with others’ welfare. Against this background, we suggest 
that women appreciate the sharing economy more and are thus more active in the sharing 
economy. We therefore hypothesize:   
H1: Sharing economy supply and demand are positively related to female gender. 
Age. Another important determinant is age. Young individuals are very inclined to 
engage in the sharing economy as young digital natives grew up with technology and are thus 
familiar with sharing economy services, such as Airbnb and Uber. Research shows that young 
individuals prefer shared or public transportation over owning their own car (Konrad & 
Wittowsky, 2018). Also, according to Ranzini et al. (2017), millennials are the driving force 
behind the development of the sharing economy as their consumption habits are more complex 
and diverse compared to older generations. Therefore, we hypothesize: 
H2: Sharing economy supply and demand are negatively related to age. 
Education. The sharing economy is still linked to sustainable consumption in the public 
domain. People who are more educated tend to be more socially oriented in their behaviors. 
Thus, they might perceive the sharing economy as more beneficial and may, therefore, show 
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more significant commitment to sharing economy organizations (Brieger et al., 2018). In fact, 
previous research finds that education determines whether individuals are participating in the 
sharing economy. As such, highly educated individuals are more likely to be listed on Airbnb 
(Cansoy & Schor, 2016) or use ride-sharing services (Smith, 2016). However, more educated 
individuals should be less inclined to work in precarious jobs offered by the sharing economy. 
Thus, we hypothesize that education is primarily related to sharing economy demand but not 
supply. We therefore hypothesize: 
H3: Sharing economy demand is positively related to education. 
Income. Economic motives are among the most intensively researched motives of 
sharing and collaborative consumption. Research provides evidence that economic benefits are 
a crucial determinant of engaging in sharing services (e.g., Barnes & Mattsson, 2016; Eckhardt 
& Bardhi, 2015; Lamberton & Rose, 2012; Moeller & Wittkowski, 2010). Similarly, Bucher at 
al. (2016) found that users’ monetary motives are positively related to their sharing attitudes. 
Also, people with higher levels of income presumably own more goods that can be offered 
through online platforms. They should also be able to buy more products and services of the 
sharing economy, compared to people who earn less money. Moreover, a certain level of 
financial resources should let people allow to start-up businesses in the sharing economy. Thus, 
we hypothesize: 
H4: Sharing economy supply and demand are positively related to income. 
The Role of Personality Traits  
Big five personality factors. Personality traits are variations in dispositions that 
characterize inter-individual consistencies that predict people’s response to situational stimuli 
and, thus, behavior (McCrae & Costa, 2003). The most common classification scheme is the 
five-factor theory (Big Five model) which is based on the notion that the complexity of human 
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personality can be described using five traits: openness to experience, extraversion, 
conscientiousness, agreeableness, and emotional stability (McCrae & Costa, 1987, 2008). 
Considerable evidence supports the Big Five model (John, 1990) and shows that the identified 
traits predict various behavioral and response patterns (Gosling, 2008). They are largely 
genetically inherited (e.g., Bouchard, 1997; Van Gestel & Van Broeckhoven, 2003) and highly 
stable across the lifespan (e.g., Costa and McCrae, 1992; McCrae & Costa, 2006) and are 
thought to be universal across languages and cultures (e.g., John & Srivastava, 1999). Prior 
research finds that the Big Five framework predicts a broad range of behaviors, including 
academic and job performance (e.g., Barry & Stewart, 1997; Bartram, 2005), health behavior 
(e.g., Barrick & Mount, 1991), political participation (e.g., Gerber et al., 2011; Mondak et al., 
2010; Vecchione & Caprara, 2009) as well as sustainable consumer behavior (e.g., Luchs & 
Mooradian, 2012). These findings suggest that personality may also account for sharing and 
associated acts of social engagement to different degrees.   
The personality trait that is undoubtedly linked to acts that entail social interaction is 
extraversion (McCrae & Costa, 1989). Extraverts are described as sociable, active, outgoing, 
talkative, and assertive. Within the behavioral science literature, extraversion is positively 
related to members’ participation in team and group settings (Littlepage et al., 1995). Since 
extraverts are known to seek pleasurable social interactions (Barry & Stewart, 1997) and love 
to engage in acts that involve reaching out to other people, it can be assumed that extraversion 
also appears to be a valid predictor for engaging in the sharing economy.  
Openness to experience is associated with being curious, imaginative, and broad-
minded (Barry & Stewart, 1997).  People who score high on the openness dimension tend to be 
open to new ideas and experiences, they actually value the cognitive stimulation resulting from 
new perspectives and the exchange of information offered by collaborative consumption. 
Within the consumer behavior literature, openness has been found to have a generalizable 
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impact on environmental concern (Hirsh, 2010; Hirsh & Dolderman, 2007) and sustainable 
consumption (Luchs & Mooradian, 2012). Previous research also provides evidence for the 
relationship between openness and political participation as well as social engagement 
(Vecchione & Caprara, 2009; Mondak et al., 2010). Connecting with other people over sharing 
personal belongings offers the potential to encounter new stimulating ideas and activities. Given 
that highly open people seek engagement of every kind (Mondak et al., 2010), we expect this 
personality trait to have a similar effect on engaging in the sharing economy.  
Conscientiousness is associated with being organized and dutiful. People who score 
high on this trait are accurate, responsible, and prefer to follow a plan, rather than acting 
spontaneously. Previous research on the influence of conscientiousness on political 
participation has reported mostly negative effects (Gerber et al., 2011; Mondak & Halperin, 
2008; Vecchione & Caprara, 2009). Since sharing involves confiding personal belongings to 
unknown strangers, high levels of conscientiousness might inhibit engagement in collaborate 
consumption. Conscientious people may not be as tolerant when it comes to unknown others 
using their personal possessions. Moreover, they might actually fear of losing it or getting it 
back in a much worse condition. It is also conceivable that individuals who score high on the 
conscientiousness dimension are more sensitive to the negative externalities the sharing 
economy comes with. Given previous research and the nature of conscientious people, we 
expect people scoring high on this trait to engage less in the sharing economy. Thus, we develop 
the following hypotheses: 
H5a: Sharing economy supply and demand are positively related to extraversion. 
H5b: Sharing economy supply and demand are positively related to openness to new 
experience. 
H5c: Sharing economy supply and demand are negatively related to 
conscientiousness.  
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Interdependent self-construal. Personal self-construal describes what individual’s 
“believe about the relationship between the self and others and, especially, the degree to which 
they see themselves as separate from others or as connected with others” (Markus & Kitayama, 
1991, p. 226). This inherent view of the self can be described as two prototypical self-concepts: 
independent and interdependent self-construal. The independent self is characterized as a 
unique individual, fundamentally separate from others, pursuing their own individual targets 
while being open and direct when approaching others. People who score high on this self-
concept emphasize their own individual abilities, thoughts, and feelings, their uniqueness, and 
do not shy away from directly communicating those (Singelis, 1994). People with an 
interdependent self are assumed to have a flexible self, intertwined with the social context. They 
emphasize belonging to a group, fitting in, and support others in the realization of their goals. 
Because they prefer harmonious relationships, they instead adjust their behavior according to 
other’s role expectations than rubbing somebody up the wrong way (Freund et al., 2012; 
Singelis, 1994).  
Sharing can be a pro-social activity fostering exchange, mutuality which may 
culminate in group identity and bonding (Belk, 2010; Benoit et al., 2017; Hill & Wellman, 
2011). Singelis (1994, p. 581) argues that “the concept of self is central to an individual’s 
perceptions, evaluations, and behaviors” which has been empirically confirmed in a large 
number of studies (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). Previous research, for example, indicates that 
sense of community and feelings of solidarity are essential determinants of sharing that also 
enable collaborative consumption (e.g., Belk, 2010; Botsman & Rogers, 2010; Bucher et al., 
2016, McArthur, 2015; Möhlmann, 2015). Similarly, Albinsson and Yasanthi Perera (2012) 
present evidence that social belonging is not only a driver but also an effect of sharing. With 
reference to Belk (2010), Hellwig et al. (2015) argue that an individual’s willingness to share 
his or her personal possessions increases the more this person is vital to the individual’s self. 
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Since for people with a highly developed interdependent self-construal, interpersonal 
relationships are a resource for personal self-esteem (Singelis, 1994), feeling part of a 
community should also be a motivating factor to engage in sharing activities (Belk, 2007). 
Building on these findings, it can be expected that an individual’s conceptualization of the self 
also influences the level of involvement in the sharing economy. This leads to the following 
hypothesis: 
H6: Sharing economy supply and demand are positively related to interdependent 
self-construal. 
The Role of Attitudes  
Materialism. According to Belk (1987, p. 26) materialism is defined as a “dominant 
consumer ideology and the most significant macro development in modern consumer 
behavior.” Materialist consumers are expected to be motivated by the desire for possession, 
which enables to build their own identity and welfare (Shrum et al., 2013). As a result, 
consumers often associate materialism with happiness (Flynn et al., 2013) or success (Podoshen 
& Andrzejewski, 2012). Clark and Micken  (2002) provide evidence that highly materialistic 
consumers are more anxious about their social appearance and acceptability than less 
materialistic consumers. Within the theoretical discourse, materialism is often criticized for 
attaching greater importance to social status than to other human values (Richins, 1994; Richins 
& Dawson, 1992). Flynn et al. (2013) for instance argue that materialism is overemphasizing 
material goods for the satisfaction of individuals. Richins (2013) underlines this notion by 
illustrating that high materialistic consumers associate the purchase of products with joyful 
emotions. As materialistic consumers are considered to be less concerned about others and 
rather emphasize the possession of belongings (Muncy & Eastman, 1998), studies show that 
higher materialistic consumers are more affected by loneliness and social isolation than less 
materialistic consumers (Bauer et al., 2012; Kasser, 2002). As materialistic consumers are 
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considered to emphasize products over social interactions (Kasser, 2002), we could assume that 
sharing is mainly a concept that addresses less materialistic consumers. While sharing enables 
the temporal access to products, it aims at reducing possessions (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012), 
which might be contrary to materialist consumers’ desire for ownership (Belk, 2007). However, 
even though a study by Lindblom et al. (2018) shows that sharing possessions is considered 
less desirable among materialistic consumers, they convey their willingness for future usage. 
To date, research does not agree on the effect of materialism on sharing. While Davidson et al. 
(2018) and Parguel et al. (2017) found that materialism encourages participation in sharing 
economy activities, Belk (2007) and Akbar et al. (2016) argue that it has a reverse effect and 
prevents individuals from participating in the sharing economy.  
We propose that sharing can be used as a self-fulfillment strategy without necessarily 
owning possessions. More specifically, we propose that materialistic consumers are likely to 
engage in the sharing economy in the role of a provider as well as a supplier as a result of their 
desire for social status. Acting as a sharing provider enables the commercialization of 
possessions while being rewarded by social acceptability. Similarly, sharing suppliers are 
receiving access to a variety of products which enables an increase of temporary consumption 
and therefore individuals’ social appearance and joyful emotions. This might particularly be the 
case for unique products as studies show that materialistic consumers favor those. However, as 
studies on materialism in the sharing economy are mainly investigating the role of consumption, 
we propose that the supplier role is also attractive for materialists. This assumption arises 
through materialists’ characteristic of being more affected by loneliness, which might give them 
the incentive to offer their products on sharing platforms. As materialism is considered to 
enforce loneliness, sharing might encourage social behavior. Thus, we predict the following: 
H7: Sharing economy demand and supply are positively related to materialism. 
DRIVERS OF SHARING ECONOMY SUPPLY AND DEMAND 
64 
CSR attitudes.  In the field of management studies in general, and particularly in studies 
which examine responsible, ethical, or sustainable behaviors, researchers acknowledge the 
importance of CSR or sustainable attitudes, which resulted in a large body of literature. CSR 
attitudes have been shown to be a major predictor of sustainable intentions and behaviors. 
Despite heavy criticism on the sharing economy, sharing solutions are still considered to have 
a positive influence on the environment. Accordingly, consumption in the sharing economy is 
often linked to ecologically sustainable consumption or mindful consumption (Hamari et al., 
2013; Möhlmann, 2015). As individuals often link the sharing economy to a more sustainable 
living at the environmental and social level (Albinsson & Yasanthi Perera, 2012; Bucher at al., 
2016; Parguel et al., 2017), we hypothesize that individuals with higher levels of CSR attitudes 
are more willing to be engaged in the sharing economy. Against this background, we 
hypothesize: 
H8: Sharing economy demand and supply are positively related to CSR attitudes. 
Sharing economy support. The combination of personal and environmental factors 
determines attitudes towards behaviors that an individual perceives as being positive or 
negative (Ajzen, 1991). This judgment is based on the individuals’ subjective valuation of 
potential outcomes that behaviors may imply. As a result, individuals are typically avoiding 
unfavorable while facilitating favorable behavior (Ajzen, 1991). The more favorable behavior 
is, the more likely it is that an individual is performing this behavior (Ajzen, 1991). Literature 
suggests that attitudes and behavior are correlated and mutually interacting (Kelman, 1974). 
Kelman (1974, p. 316) defines attitudes as a “determinant, component, and consequent” of 
behavior. Individuals’ attitudes are a psychological construct which evolve on the basis of 
values and lead to different outcomes (Herek, 1987; Katz, 1960). As consumers are evaluating 
their potential benefits and costs when considering sharing, we argue that the attitude towards 
the sharing economy plays a vital role for an individual’s decision whether to participate in the 
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sharing economy or not. Unlike traditional forms of consumption, peer-to-peer sharing for 
instance often goes in line with higher transaction costs, as consuming a product or service 
requires personal interaction with a supplier or customer. A consumers’ decision for or against 
sharing may, therefore, be influenced by evaluating those transaction costs and the opposing 
benefits. Benefits include a more sustainable way of consuming, cost saving, social 
acceptability or amusement. In that sense, benefits may motivate suppliers as well as consumers 
to participate in sharing. As current studies mainly demonstrate a positive relationship between 
a favorable sharing attitude and its related behavior from a consumers’ point of view (Bucher 
et al., 2016; Roos & Hahn, 2017), our study contributes to previous literature by adding that 
suppliers are similarly motivated to engage in sharing when being positively inclined towards 
the sharing economy. Thus, we predict that:  
H9: Sharing economy demand and supply are positively related to sharing economy 
support. 
Organizational public value.  Public value theory analyses what makes an 
organization, or a sharing venture, valuable to society (Meynhardt, 2009; 2015). This 
psychological approach defines value creation as a subjective emotional-motivational 
assessment related to a concept of the public that is anchored in individuals’ perceptions 
(Meynhardt & Bäro, 2019). The public value theory is based on the cognitive-experiential self-
theory by Epstein (2003) who recognized four basic human needs: the need for maintaining 
control and coherence, the need for maximizing pleasure and minimizing pain, the need for 
self-enhancement, and the need for relatedness. Individuals aim to satisfy their basic needs in 
order to assure personal well-being (e.g., Deci & Ryan, 2000). Consequently, “an evaluation of 
any object against basic needs is called a value” (Meynhardt, 2015, p. 321). Thus, sharing 
ventures create value for individuals and society if they positively respond to individuals’ basic 
needs. Consequently, public value is created, when organizational actions lead to a direct 
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personal gain or positively affect the community or society individuals live in. This contribution 
to both stability and progress functions as an enabler for the individual as it allows personal 
development and growth and enhances chances of positive experiences with society 
(Meynhardt, 2015).  
We argue that public value also plays a vital role in people’s participation in the sharing 
economy. Since individuals are interested in engaging in sharing options that fulfill their basic 
needs, we assume that the extent to which an individual perceives a sharing option as 
contributing to the public’s welfare affects the frequency of usage. Moreover, if a sharing 
venture responds to people’s basic needs, its users should evaluate their participation as more 
meaningful, valuable, and satisfying (Meynhardt et al., 2018). Thus, we propose that 
organizational public value functions as an empowering motivator. Consequently, it can be 
assumed that a higher perceived public value contribution positively relates to engaging in the 
sharing economy. Thus, we hypothesize:  
H10: Sharing economy demand and supply are positively related to organizational 
public value. 
Data and Methods 
Sample and Data Collection 
To test our hypotheses, we collected individual data from a German panel via e-mail. 
All participants of the survey had to be active users of sharing platforms or at least had to have 
detailed knowledge about sharing services. Data were collected over a two-week period in 
December 2017 by respondi, a German market research institute. Prior to the main survey, the 
questionnaire was pretested qualitatively (N = 6) and qualitatively (N = 100) to check the 
adequacy and comprehensibility of the items. Since the sharing economy is often linked to 
younger people living in urban areas, the study aimed for participants between 18 and 35 years 
old, living in cities bigger than 100,000 inhabitants. This ensures that respondents are familiar 
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with the sharing economy. Moreover, all participants of the survey had to be active users of 
sharing platforms or at least had to have detailed knowledge about sharing services. The final 
sample consisted of 1,170 respondents between 25 and 54 years. Of the respondents, 54.6 % 
were female and 45.4 % male. As intended, young people living in urban areas are 
overrepresented. Furthermore, the vast majority (96.3 %) of respondents holds middle or higher 
education.  
Based on qualitative interviews done before the online survey, this study distinguishes 
four sharing sectors: accommodation, mobility, goods, and food sharing. In the final survey, 
eleven sharing ventures were included: Airbnb, couchsurfing (accommodation), UBER, 
DriveNow, BlaBlaCar, callabike, nextbike (mobility), Spielzeugkiste, alleNachbarn (goods), 
foodsharing, and TooGoodToGo (food). These sharing ventures have been selected because 
they are in line with our definition of the sharing economy as enabling the temporary utilization 
of services and goods through digital platforms. Second, the selected sectors all involve the 
sharing of overcapacity of underutilized assets and represent the most common objects for 
sharing. Third, our preliminary pilot study has shown that our target group sufficiently well 
knows these eleven sharing ventures. Since the mobility sector is the “most active market for 
collaborative consumption” (Barnes & Matsson, 2017, p. 282), is reflected in a larger number 
of sharing ventures in this particular sector. Since we are interested in why people engage in 
the sharing economy in both commercialized settings and non-commercialized settings, we 
aimed for contrasting every venture predominantly perceived as profit-oriented with a venture 
predominantly perceived as non-profit oriented. To avoid respondent fatigue, each individual 
respondent is only asked to evaluate the public value contribution of maximally five randomly 
selected sharing ventures. In total, all sharing ventures are, however, sufficiently covered. 
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Measures  
Sharing economy supply and demand. The dependent variables, sharing economy 
supply and demand, were measured by a one-item measure differentiating between the 
engagement as a user and as a provider. The item was: “How often did you use a product or 
service from one or more sharing economy ventures during the last year [(1) demand: as a user, 
(2) supply: as a provider]?” Answers were given on a five-point scale (1 = daily, 2 = weekly, 
3 = monthly, 4 = yearly, 5 = never). The answers to both questions are rescaled according to 
the individual’s frequency of participation (1 = never, 2 = yearly, 3 = monthly, 4 = weekly, 5 = 
daily). We labeled the two variables “sharing economy supply” (for provision) and “sharing 
economy demand” (for usage). 
Socio-demographics. Gender was measured by respondents indicating whether they 
are male (= 0) or female (= 1). Age is a categorical variable with three age groups (1 = younger 
than 25 years, 2 = 25-34 years, and 3 = older than 35). Education is measured by the highest 
grade completed (nine categories, ranging from no degree (= 1) to university degree (= 9). 
Income is measured by the respondent’s income after taxes (seven categories, ranging from a 
gross monthly income of less than EUR 500 to EUR 4,000 and more).  
Personality traits. Big five personality traits were measured by the Big-Five-Inventory-
10 (BFI-10; Rammstedt & John, 2007), which is comprised of ten items, each of which utilizes 
a five-point scale ranging from 1 (disagree strongly) to 5 (agree strongly). A sample item 
includes “I see myself as someone who is outgoing, sociable” (Rammstedt & John, 2007, p. 
209). Two items represent each Big Five dimension with satisfying levels of coefficient alpha 
between .58 for agreeableness and .84 for extraversion (cf. Rammstedt & John, 2007). 
Interdependent self-construal was measured by a short version of Singelis’ 24-item self-
construal scale. Answers were given on a seven-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = 
completely agree). Sample items include “I will sacrifice my self-interest for the benefit of the 
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group I am in” and “I often have the feeling that my relationships with others are more 
important than my own accomplishments.” We also modified the scale in terms of eliminating 
items that do not reflect the unit of analysis. The scale’s coefficient alpha reliability is 
satisfactory with .87.  
Attitudes. Materialism was measured by a German translation (Solomon et al., 2001) 
of the three-item short version of the material values scale (Richins, 2004, Cronbach’s α = .74). 
The items were: “I admire people who own expensive houses, cars, and clothes”, “I enjoy a lot 
of luxury as part of my life”, and “I would be happier if I could afford to buy more things.” 
Answers were given on a six-point scale (1 = strongly disagree to 6 = completely agree). 
CSR attitudes was measured by Turker’s (2009) importance of CSR scale to assess 
individuals’ orientation towards corporate social responsibility. The items were: “Being 
socially responsible is the most important thing a firm can do,” “Social responsibility of a firm 
is essential to its long-term profitability,” “The overall effectiveness of a business can be 
determined to a great extent by the degree to which it is socially responsible,” “Social 
responsibility is critical to the survival of a business enterprise,” and “business has a social 
responsibility beyond making profit.” Answers were given on a six-point scale (1 = disagree to 
6 = agree). 
Sharing economy support was measured with five items. Participants used a six-point 
scale (1 = disagree to 6 = agree) to evaluate the items. The items were: [Sharing ventures] 
“positively influence societal cohabitation,“ “take society forward,” “are an enrichment for 
living together in society,” “harm societal cohabitation because they undermine policies and 
regulations (e.g., occupational safety and hygiene standards, legal provisions, tax 
regulations,“ and “should be regulated more strictly.” The items were derived from the sharing 
economy literature.  
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Public value of a sharing venture was assessed employing a 12-item scale based on the 
four public value dimensions, i.e., task fulfillment, social cohesion, quality of life, and morality 
(3 items per dimension). Example items include: [This particular sharing venture] “... performs 
well in its core business” (task fulfillment), “... contributes to social cohesion in Germany” 
(social cohesion), “... contributes to the quality of life in Germany” (quality of life), and “... 
complies with accepted standards of morality” (morality). Answers were given on a six-point 
scale (1 = disagree to 6 = agree). The final public value score was calculated by averaging the 
unweighted mean across the four public value dimensions.  
Control variables. Finally, we controlled for several respondent characteristics: 
respondents’ age (as continuous variable), gender (male = 0, female = 1), education (three 
groups, ranging from lower to higher education), income (five groups, ranging from a gross 
monthly income of less than EUR 1,000 to more than EUR 4,000), and household size (number 
of residents). 
Data Analysis 
To test our hypotheses, we employed ordered logit regression due to the ordinal nature 
of the dependent variables. Models 1 and 2 are the regressions to explain sharing economy 
supply, Models 3 and 4 examine the determinants of sharing economy demand. We also 
performed a post hoc analysis using interaction effects to explore if the socio-demographic 
variables gender, age, education, and income moderate the effects of personality traits and 









Table 1 provides descriptive statistics. Most respondents report not to be frequently 
engaged in the sharing economy. Only 30 percent of the respondents previously offered a 
product or service as a supplier of the sharing economy. 
Table 2 depicts the bivariate relationships between the study’s variables. Correlations of 
the variables are not high. Thus, we assume that multicollinearity is not a problem. We find 
evidence that sharing economy supply and sharing economy demand are highly correlated to 
each other, indicating that respondents who are active as suppliers in the sharing economy also 
demand goods and services as a user. Further, the results show that both sharing economy 
supply and demand are significantly negatively related to gender and conscientiousness, and 
significantly positively associated with income, extraversion, materialism, sharing economy 
support, public value and CSR attitudes.  
Table 3.1 Descriptive statistics    
Variable Mean SD Min Max 
1. Sharing economy supply 1.555 1.003 1 5 
2. Sharing economy demand 2.288 1.104 1 5 
3. Gender 1.539 0.499 1 2 
4. Age 1.810 0.547 1 3 
5. Education 6.955 1.806 1 9 
6. Income 3.874 1.751 1 7 
7. Household size 2.180 0.984 1 4 
8. City size 4.313 0.881 1 5 
9. Extraversion 3.212 0.929 1 5 
10. Neuroticism 2.827 0.876 1 5 
11. Openness 3.506 0.917 1 5 
12. Conscientiousness 3.488 0.725 1 5 
13. Agreeableness 3.093 0.783 1 5 
14. Interdependent self 4.625 0.833 1 7 
15. Independent self 4.938 0.844 1 7 
16. Materialism 3.297 1.181 1 6 
17. Sharing economy support 4.136 0.802 1 6 
18. Public value 4.680 1.058 1 6 
19. CSR attitudes 4.212 0.947 1 6 
    
 
 72 
Table 3.2 Correlation matrix                
Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 
1. Sharing economy supply 1                  
2. Sharing economy demand 0.52 1                 
3. Gender -0.11 -0.14 1                
4. Age 0.07 0.00 -0.13 1               
5. Education -0.02 0.06 0.08 0.11 1              
6. Income 0.11 0.10 -0.11 0.29 0.13 1             
7. Household size 0.07 0.01 0.04 -0.09 -0.07 0.18 1            
8. City size -0.04 0.08 0.01 0.06 0.03 0.05 -0.05 1           
9. Extraversion 0.10 0.08 0.06 0.03 0.00 0.12 0.08 0.02 1          
10. Neuroticism 0.02 -0.02 0.21 -0.10 -0.03 -0.16 -0.03 -0.02 -0.28 1         
11. Openness -0.01 0.02 0.13 -0.01 0.09 -0.08 0.02 0.01 0.12 -0.02 1        
12. Conscientiousness -0.06 -0.08 0.16 0.11 0.08 0.11 0.08 -0.01 0.17 -0.19 0.14 1       
13. Agreeableness 0.04 0.05 0.01 -0.01 0.02 -0.03 0.00 -0.01 0.08 -0.16 0.01 0.06 1      
14. Interdependent self 0.12 0.13 0.03 -0.05 0.01 0.02 0.10 -0.01 0.17 -0.07 0.05 0.06 0.25 1     
15. Independent self 0.05 0.03 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.04 0.28 -0.14 0.25 0.12 -0.07 0.22 1    
16. Materialism 0.12 0.12 -0.07 -0.06 -0.18 0.02 -0.02 -0.03 0.00 0.11 -0.08 -0.10 -0.10 0.06 0.08 1   
17. Sharing economy support 0.12 0.15 0.14 -0.10 -0.04 -0.06 0.10 -0.03 0.11 -0.02 0.11 0.06 0.12 0.31 0.26 0.14 1  
18. Public value 0.06 0.15 0.16 -0.11 0.14 -0.09 0.04 0.04 0.11 -0.02 0.19 0.07 0.12 0.28 0.23 -0.03 0.56 1 
19. CSR attitudes 0.10 0.08 0.15 -0.01 -0.06 0.00 0.11 0.00 0.12 -0.01 0.14 0.12 0.11 0.35 0.26 0.10 0.49 0.40 
Note. Correlations p < 0.05 in bold type. Observations: 1,170. 
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Table 3 contains the empirical results of our regression models that we used to test our 
hypotheses. Results of Models 1 and 2 show that women are, compared to men, less engaged 
in the sharing economy. The findings for age are mixed. Model 1 finds a negative relationship 
between age and sharing economy demand, while there is no significant relationship with 
sharing economy supply. However, Model 4 shows a positive association of age and sharing 
economy supply. Further, we find significant associations of education and sharing economy 
demand, whereas education shows no significant relationship with sharing economy supply. 
Income is positively related to sharing economy supply and demand. 
We find further evidence that extraversion, neuroticism, and agreeableness are 
positively associated with both sharing economy demand and supply, while conscientiousness 
shows a negative relationship with sharing economy demand and supply. Moreover, openness 
to experience is unrelated to both sharing economy demand and supply.  
Models 2 and 4 include the results for the effects of personal attitudes on sharing 
economy and supply. The results show that people with an interdependent self-report higher 
levels of sharing economy demand and supply. We further find that materialism and public 
value are positively related to both sharing economy demand and supply. Sharing economy 
support shows a positive and significant effect on sharing economy demand, but no significant 
relationship with sharing economy supply. Finally, CSR attitudes show no significant 
relationship, neither to sharing economy demand nor to sharing economy supply. 




The results of the post-hoc analysis show interesting interaction effects. Gender 
negatively interacts with extraversion and CSR attitudes, and positively with sharing economy 
support. Age shows a negative interaction with conscientiousness and sharing economy support 
on both dependent variables. At the same time, age positively interacts with materialism. No 
consistent interactions could be found for income. Education shows a positive moderating effect 
on the relationship between sharing economy support and sharing economy supply, and a 
positive interaction with conscientiousness on sharing economy demand. Finally, income 
shows negative interactions with conscientiousness on sharing economy supply and demand. 
Besides, income also positively moderates the association of materialism and sharing economy 
Table 3.3 Regression results 
 Sharing economy supply Sharing economy demand 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Individual-level controls     
Gender -0.269*** -0.291*** -0.285*** -0.315*** 
Age 0.089 0.132*   -0.117* -0.058 
Education -0.022 0.014 0.113** 0.117** 
Income 0.132* 0.134 0.131** 0.157** 
Household size 0.155** 0.111 0.037 0.008 
City size -0.111* -0.111*   0.114** 0.129** 
     
Personality (Big5)     
Extraversion 0.297*** 0.256*** 0.171*** 0.135** 
Neuroticism 0.212*** 0.184**  0.111* 0.086 
Openness to Experience 0.032 0.011 0.074 0.065 
Conscientiousness -0.186*** -0.200*** -0.155*** -0.144** 
Agreeableness 0.124* 0.054 0.117** 0.037 
     
Attitudes     
Interdependent self  0.206***  0.201*** 
Independent self  -0.034  -0.069 
Materialism  0.158**   0.197*** 
Sharing economy support  -0.038  0.195*** 
Public value  0.195**   0.196*** 
CSR attitudes  0.101  -0.051 
Pseudo R squared 0.036 0.052 0.022 0.041 
Chi 2 81.82*** 118.64*** 74.17*** 137.75*** 
Note. Observations: 1,170. * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01. For profession is controlled. 
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demand, interdependent self and sharing economy demand, and public value and sharing 
economy demand. 
Finally, we also ran three robustness checks to verify our results. The results are available 
from the authors upon request. First, we log-transformed our dependent variable sharing 
economy supply, which has a right-skewed distribution. We could replicate all significant 
directions as well as moderating relationships. Second, we re-ran our analysis using robust 
standard errors. We found utterly identical results, thus showing the robustness of our findings. 
Third, we have split up our sample randomly into two groups and re-ran our analysis with each 
sample. Again, the results replicated the findings described above.
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 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 Model 9 Model 10 Model 11 Model 11 
Individual-level controls         
Gender -0.278*** -0.328*** -0.318*** -0.335*** -0.303*** -0.321*** -0.323*** -0.332*** 
Age 0.158** -0.052 0.070 -0.062 0.127 -0.051 0.140* -0.075 
Education 0.022 0.124** 0.016 0.124**  0.057 0.133** -0.015 0.113* 
Income 0.152* 0.178*** 0.117 0.147**  0.146* 0.161** 0.115 0.179*** 
Household size 0.110 0.022 0.124* 0.021 0.134* 0.018 0.084 -0.008 
City size -0.125* 0.128** -0.104 0.131**  -0.095 0.144*** -0.117* 0.136** 
         
Personality (Big5)         
Extraversion 0.271*** 0.144** 0.279*** 0.139**  0.257*** 0.123** 0.281*** 0.170*** 
Neuroticism 0.173** 0.072 0.193** 0.088 0.184** 0.083 0.170** 0.066 
Openness -0.016 0.048 0.016 0.065 -0.005 0.058 0.020 0.075 
Conscientiousness -0.211*** -0.154*** -0.193*** -0.153*** -0.205*** -0.144** -0.178** -0.146** 
Agreeableness 0.058 0.050 0.064 0.039 0.051 0.036 0.049 0.022 
         
Attitudes         
Interdependent self 0.232*** 0.211*** 0.197** 0.196*** 0.227*** 0.227*** 0.214*** 0.213*** 
Independent self -0.003 -0.057 -0.032 -0.066 -0.010 -0.048 -0.054 -0.098 
Materialism 0.176** 0.211*** 0.147** 0.191*** 0.182*** 0.211*** 0.124* 0.192*** 
Sharing economy support 0.021 0.220*** -0.043 0.198*** 0.009 0.211*** -0.05 0.194*** 
Public value 0.187** 0.198*** 0.190** 0.192*** 0.193** 0.192*** 0.187** 0.183** 
CSR attitudes 0.071 -0.075 0.106 -0.038 0.079 -0.056 0.106 -0.055 
         
Gender         
× Extraversion -0.237*** -0.100*       
× Neuroticism -0.128* -0.061       
× Openness 0.004 0.038       
× Conscientiousness -0.010 0.046       
× Agreeableness -0.158** -0.087       
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× Interdependent self 0.138* 0.035       
× Independent self 0.142* 0.109*       
× Materialism -0.082 -0.034       
× Sharing economy support 0.332*** 0.300***       
× Public value -0.070 -0.118       
× CSR attitudes -0.147* -0.149**       
         
Age         
× Extraversion   0.091 0.013     
× Neuroticism   0.108 0.016     
× Openness   -0.072 0.000     
× Conscientiousness   -0.135** -0.099*       
× Agreeableness   0.096 0.040     
× Interdependent self   0.107 0.199***     
× Independent self   -0.034 -0.022     
× Materialism   0.132* 0.138**      
× Sharing economy support   -0.146* -0.154**      
× Public value   0.031 0.086     
× CSR attitudes   0.054 0.019     
         
Education         
× Extraversion     0.037 0.077   
× Neuroticism     0.016 0.064   
× Openness     0.000 -0.03   
× Conscientiousness     0.106 0.126**   
× Agreeableness     -0.031 -0.013   
× Interdependent self     0.048 0.062   
× Independent self     0.110 0.091   
× Materialism     -0.119* -0.025   
× Sharing economy support     0.208*** 0.098   
× Public value     -0.129 -0.061   
× CSR attitudes     0.026 -0.043   
         
Income         






× Neuroticism       0.016 -0.100* 
× Openness       0.126* 0.069 
× Conscientiousness       -0.254*** -0.159*** 
× Agreeableness       0.094 -0.033 
× Interdependent self       0.080 0.165*** 
× Independent self       0.084 -0.101* 
× Materialism       0.083 0.215*** 
× Sharing economy support       -0.037 0.065 
× Public value       0.061 0.140** 
× CSR attitudes       -0.033 -0.120* 
Pseudo R squared 0.069 0.051 0.062 0.05 0.061 0.046 0.063 0.054 
Chi 2 156.76*** 169.78*** 141.23*** 167.65*** 138.47*** 152.75*** 143.55*** 180.09*** 
Note. Observations: 1,170. * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01. For profession is controlled. 
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Discussion and Conclusion 
This paper was motivated by investigating the determinants of engaging in sharing 
economy supply and demand. Drawing on a sample of over 1000 respondents, we identified a 
set of socio-demographic variables, personality traits and attitudes, which influence supply and 
demand in the sharing economy. While studies on the segmentation of the sharing economy are 
currently primarily limited to a specific sector or merely covering consumers’ perspective 
(Akbar et al., 2016; Hellwig et al., 2015; Lutz & Newlands, 2018), the results of our study relate 
to and extend the existing literature by covering a comprehensive picture of individuals’ drivers 
of supply and demand.  
Regarding socio-demographics, we found that women are less engaged in the sharing 
economy than men do. This result is surprising, as previous research found that women are 
more frequently engaged in the sharing economy compared to men (Hellwig et al. 2015; Smith, 
2016), which might be traced back to their stronger predisposed prosocial behavior. We found 
further that older individuals (in our case, middle-aged) are more likely to engage in sharing 
economy demand, whereas we could not find any relationship with sharing economy supply. A 
possible explanation could be that middle-aged individuals know sharing economy 
organizations better due to experiences made in the past. For platform managers and hosts this 
implies that marketing activities should not only be directed towards very young but also middle 
age groups. Moreover, we found that income is related to sharing economy support. The higher 
the income, the more likely individuals are participating in the sharing economy. Our study 
does therefore neither confirm existing research, arguing that less income leads to higher 
participation (Böcker & Meelen, 2016; Ranzini et al., 2017). This might especially be relevant 
for practitioners, having greater success if they are adjusting their marketing efforts to the 
relevant customer groups.  
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As hypothesized, we found that higher educated individuals are more likely to 
participate in the sharing economy. Moreover, the relationship between education and sharing 
economy demand increases, the more conscientious an individual is. This implies that well-
educated individuals might be more thorough and careful when sharing resources and have a 
greater need in reducing potential risks of sharing by becoming better informed. In fact, while 
studies emphasize the importance of trust for participating in the sharing economy (Ert et al., 
2016; Penz et al., 2018), there is a lack of exemplifying the differences in personality traits for 
trust. Our data addresses this gap by showing that conscientiousness is especially relevant for 
higher educated individuals, which seem to utilize their education for increasing trust in the 
sharing economy.  
While early sharing economy studies (e.g., Belk 2014) assumed that materialism might 
have a negative effect on sharing, recent studies by Davidson et al. (2018) or Lindblom et al. 
(2018) found that materialism leads to a greater (intended) participation in sharing. This recent 
finding on materialism in the sharing economy is also supported by our data, showing that a 
higher materialistic attitude increases the probability of participating in sharing economy supply 
and demand. Our findings show also that the relationship between age and sharing economy 
demand as well as supply increases, the more materialistic the attitude of the individual is. 
Further, we found that materialism also moderates other sociodemographic variables such as 
income. 
Our results show that the relationship between conscientiousness and sharing economy 
demand and support increases the younger an individual is and the less income there is 
available. We assumed that conscientiousness might inhibit engagement in collaborative 
consumption, as conscientious people may not be as trustful when it comes to sharing 
possessions. As our data shows, this assumption is especially correct for younger, economically 
weaker individuals who might be more negatively affected by demolished possessions than 
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better-earning individuals. As a result, conscientious individuals are more likely reflecting the 
adverse effects of collaborative consumption on their personal situation.  
We found that extraverted individuals are more likely to engage in sharing activities, 
whereas we could not find that openness to experience has a significant effect on whether or 
not an individual is participating in the sharing economy. A possible explanation for the first 
finding is that extraverted individuals are less cautious when it comes to taking risks and strive 
for social settings, where they can indulge in their outgoing personality. In fact, studies show 
that social interaction can be an essential driver for sharing resources (Lutz & Newlands, 2018; 
Tussyadiah, 2016).  
Moreover, we found that individuals with a positive attitude towards sharing are more 
likely to demand collaborative consumption, whereas we could not find an effect for suppliers. 
This finding supports previous research by Hellwig et al. (2015. p. 891), who found that 
“sharing opponents” are an important participation group of the sharing economy. We could 
not examine the underlying mechanisms of this positive attitude within the survey data. 
However, previous research found that for instance intrinsic sustainability-orientation might 
positively influence the attitude towards sharing (Hamari et al., 2016). We also found that 
individuals with an interdependent self are more likely to participate in sharing economy 
demand and supply. This finding is supported by Lutz and Newlands (2018) who showed that 
openness for social interactions plays a vital role in individuals’ engagement in the sharing 
economy. Furthermore, the pro-social argument for sharing was also found in our data, since 
the higher the perceived public value of the respective sharing venture, the more likely 
individuals are participating. This stresses the significance of sharing organizations covering 
the aspects of sustainability and being perceived as “true” rather than “pseudo-sharing” (Belk, 
2014, p. 1596). 
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Contribution, Limitations, and Future Research 
In our explorative study, we try to explain why individuals engage in sharing economy 
activities. Our study makes several contributions. First, our study draws on a rich data set which 
broadens our understanding of what role individual values and characteristics play in explaining 
an individual’s intentions to participate in the sharing economy as users and as providers. 
Furthermore, we analyze individuals’ sharing propensity in a number of different contexts to 
depict the wide array of sharing options. Previous research mainly concentrates on certain 
industries, such as car industry (e.g., Barnes & Matsson, 2017), hotel sector (e.g., Lutz & 
Newlands, 2018) or just focuses on the user perspective (e.g., Parguel et al., 2017). By 
examining eleven different sharing ventures in four industries as well as by including non-profit 
and for-profit sharing ventures, we provide a more holistic view on motives and drivers for 
participation in the sharing economy. Rather than merely focusing only the effects of 
personality on sharing behavior, our empirical analysis involves a framework that 
simultaneously accounts personality traits, socio-demographic variables, and individual 
attitudes. Thus, the value of this study lies in its theoretical contribution to encourage 
understanding about which individual attitudes, motivations, and personality characteristics 
facilitate and impede participation in the sharing economy. Thereby, this study adds to the 
sparse empirical literature on this topic.  
The findings of our study provide valuable information for managers and policymakers 
willing to encourage individuals to engage in sharing and collaborative consumption in order 
to mitigate the challenges lying in the field of tension between sustainability and technological 
development. Moreover, information emerging from our results help to encourage sharing 
ventures in supporting potential users and providers willing to focus on innovative sharing 
solutions for environmental and social challenges such as inequality, poverty, or environmental 
pollution. Additionally, the present research reveals a complex interplay of individual 
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characteristics when it comes to sharing. Being aware of the diverse range of sharing profiles 
is essential for market providers to meet individuals’ specific needs.  
However, our findings should be considered in light of several limitations that provide 
fertile ground for future research. First, the cross-sectional design of our study does not allow 
to determine causal relationships among the variables, which may limit the external and internal 
validity of our findings. In order to account for the dynamic nature of individuals’ attitudes and 
motives, a longitudinal design would be preferable in order to obtain a more comprehensive 
picture of the potential causal relationships of the proposed framework. 
A second limitation refers to common method bias and bias resulting from self-report 
(Podsakoff et al., 2003). In order to mitigate this limitation, we took several precautions. First, 
in order to decrease the risk of socially desirable responses, respondents were assured 
anonymity. Additionally, we varied the response formats for predictor and criterion measures 
and included some reverse-coded items in the survey. Prior to data collection, item 
comprehensibility and study length were tested quantitatively and qualitatively. Additionally, 
we added several objective control variables. All items were part of a large-scale survey which 
diminishes the risk of face validity, thereby facilitating response consistency (Mohr & 
Spekman, 1994). Also, our results did not disclose any response patterns. Consequently, 
common method bias is not argued to affect the results of our study significantly. However, 
further empirical research should build on more objective behavioral data rather than merely 
relying on self-disclosure. 
A third limitation concerns the applied measures. For example, we measure perceived 
public value creation rather than actual value creation. Although theory confirms that public 
value lies in the eyes of the beholder (Meynhardt, 2009), future research could include further 
multidimensional instruments, including some objective behavioral measures, to assess sharing 
ventures’ societal value creation. Furthermore, we only measure individuals’ attitudes and, thus, 
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intentions towards sharing behavior instead of actual sharing behavior. This follows the 
psychological principle that measuring a person’s intent is the best predictor for the behavior 
to occur (Ajzen, 1991). However, attitudes are context-sensitive and therefore subject to change 
(Althayde, 2009).  Hence, future research should try to make use of more objective and 
longitudinal data to provide more accurate results of our theoretical assumptions. 
Fourth, the scope of this study is limited with regard to respondents’ country of 
residence and age distribution. Since the dataset was collected in Germany, the findings may 
not be generalizable to other countries due to cross-cultural differences in individuals’ attitudes 
towards sharing disposition as well as actual sharing behavior. For example, interdependency 
is presumed to be more desirable behavior in collectivistic countries such as Japan or China 
than in more individualistic Western European countries such as Germany (Belk, 2010). 
Additional research needs to be carried out in other countries and in order to validate the 
findings. Another limitation that is linked to the study scope refers to respondents’ age. Alas, 
the dataset is not representative with regard to age. Since the sharing economy is often linked 
to younger people living in urban areas, the study aimed for participants between 18 and 35 
years old, living in cities bigger than 100,000 inhabitants. This ensures that respondents are 
familiar with the sharing economy. However, this calls for further research on sharing 
propensity across all age groups.  
Despite these limitations, we believe our findings are sound and in line with prior 
research. Notably, we reveal that individual drivers to participate in the sharing economy are 
more complex than initially expected (Botsman & Rogers, 2010). Thus, our work offers a 
differentiated view of the drivers that lead individuals to engage in the sharing economy as a 
user and as a provider. Thereby, we contribute to a deeper understanding of an emerging 
phenomenon while stimulating further research in this domain.  
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Combining lifespan psychology and institutional theory, we investigate the relationship 
between entrepreneurs’ age and social value creation goals. Using Global Entrepreneurship 
Monitor data from over 15,000 entrepreneurs in 45 countries, our results show a U-shaped 
relationship between entrepreneurs’ age and their choice to create social value for their 
communities and societies. Moreover, we find that a country’s institutional quality moderates 
the curvilinear relationship between entrepreneurs’ age and social value creation. We deliver a 
new understanding of how entrepreneurs’ value preferences change over time as well as how 
they are influenced by country-level institutional factors. 
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Introduction 
Individuals’ orientations toward entrepreneurial activities changes across their lifespans 
(Gielnik et al. 2012; Kautonen et al. 2017; Lévesque and Minniti 2006; Minola et al. 2016; 
Parker 2009). Prior research provides strong empirical support for an inverted U-shaped 
relationship between individuals’ age and their entrepreneurial motivations, intentions, and 
behaviors, showing that middle-aged individuals are more willing and likely to start their own 
ventures (Bönte et al., 2009; Curran & Blackburn, 2001; Funken & Gielnik, 2015; Lévesque 
& Minniti, 2006; Parker, 2009).  
Although existing research offers insights on the role of age as a determinant of 
individuals’ entrepreneurial behavior, we know little about which types of goals entrepreneurs 
pursue through their organizations across different life stages. This knowledge gap is surprising 
given the growing body of research which shows that entrepreneurs pursue multiple value 
creation goals through their organizations, often prioritizing in their business activities both 
social objectives and economic ones (Brieger et al., 2018; Hechavarría et al., 2017; 
Hoogendorn, 2016). 
Indeed, while recent research identifies individual (e.g., gender, education, income) and 
contextual characteristics (e.g., wealth, culture, and institutions) and their interplay as 
important determinants of entrepreneurs’ social and economic goals in doing business (Brieger 
& De Clercq, 2018; Hechavarría et al., 2017), we do not know whether entrepreneurs show 
stable age-related patterns when following economic and social goals, or whether 
entrepreneurs’ business objectives change over the course of their lifespans. Since 
entrepreneurs who create social value with their ventures play vital roles in alleviating social 
problems, protecting the environment, and enhancing their societies’ well-being and social 
cohesion, a better understanding of how entrepreneurs’ social value creation goals vary across 
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their lifespan can help to leverage social entrepreneurship for a sustainability transformation 
(Bosma et al., 2016; Haugh & Talwar, 2016; Lamy, 2017; Santos, 2012). 
This study addresses this research gap by examining cross-sectional age differences in 
entrepreneurs’ choice to create social value through their ventures. Social value creation is 
defined in terms of improving society by contributing towards subjective needs fulfillment and 
well-being, positive health, and a healthy environment (De Ruysscher et al., 2017). Drawing 
on lifespan psychology, which suggests that an individual’s intentions, goals, and motives 
change over his/her lifetime (Baltes et al., 2006; Ebner et al., 2006), we argue that entrepreneurs 
will prioritize non-commercial over commercial objectives in doing business at different stages 
in their lifetime. We suggest that, compared to their younger and older counterparts, middle-
aged individuals are more likely to prioritize their own personal welfare, displaying higher 
levels of economic motives in doing business. On the other hand, compared to middle-aged 
entrepreneurs, younger and older entrepreneurs are more likely to prioritize social goals, which 
contribute to the wealth of their communities and societies. As such, we propose a U-shaped 
relationship between an entrepreneur’s age and his/her willingness to create social value. We 
also propose that a country’s institutional quality moderates the curvilinear relationship 
between entrepreneurs’ age and social value creation, such that better institutional quality 
strengthens the U-shaped relationship between entrepreneurs’ age and their choice to pursue 
social value creation through their organizations. 
We find support for our hypotheses on a sample of more than 15,000 entrepreneurs 
from 45 countries. Our study makes three key contributions. First, we contribute to the role of 
individuals’ age in entrepreneurship by moving beyond the effect of individuals’ age on 
entrepreneurial motivation and entry (see, e.g., Bönte et al., 2009; Curran & Blackburn, 2001; 
Levesque & Minniti, 2006; Minola et al., 2016) to consider how businesses goals change over 
the lifespan of their entrepreneurs. Our results show a U-shaped relationship between 
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entrepreneurs’ age and their willingness to contribute to the welfare of their communities and 
societies, complementing the ‘classic’ view of an inverted U-shaped relationship between 
individuals’ age and entrepreneurship. Second, we contribute to the social entrepreneurship 
literature (Cohen et al., 2008; Krueger et al., 2000; Mair & Marti, 2006) by showing that 
economic and social goals display different age patterns across the entrepreneurs’ lifespan. By 
taking a developmental perspective, this study advances and extends the current discourse on 
(multiple) value creation goals in entrepreneurship (e.g., Brieger et al., 2018; Estrin et al., 2016; 
Hechavarría et al., 2017; Hoogendorn, 2016). Third, we show that the quality of the 
institutional environment matters as it moderates the relationship between entrepreneurs’ age 
and entrepreneurial value creation goals. By linking lifespan psychology to institutional theory, 
we provide a deeper understanding of when entrepreneurs prioritize non-commercial over 
commercial objectives throughout their lifespans and across institutional conditions.  
Theoretical Background and Hypotheses 
Lifespan Psychology 
Lifespan psychology focuses on human beings’ development of psychological 
functioning over the course of their lives (Baltes, 1987; Baltes et al., 2006) and posits that 
human life is a continuous development without any age period being predominant. There are 
normative regularities in age groups (Kanfer & Ackerman, 2004), suggesting that individuals 
at every stage in life have the potential to change and grow (Baltes et al., 2006). Erikson’s 
(1959, 1994) stage model of lifespan psychological development postulates that adult 
development is epitomized by major challenges resulting from biological and cultural 
imperatives which, in turn, impinge on people’s social life (Srivastava et al., 2003) and 
systematically affect people’s goals over their lifespan (Carstensen et al., 1999). 
Lifespan career scholars argue that career development follows a normative timetable 
from birth to late adulthood (e.g., Super, 1980) distinguishing three phases: young, middle, and 
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late adulthood each associated with specific developmental tasks. Individuals who successfully 
master these tasks can move to the next life phase (Kanfer & Ackerman, 2004). According to 
lifespan psychology, young adulthood is a period of exploration and establishment 
characterized by a search for identity (Erikson, 1994). Young adults focus on social relations 
and peers while developing their own identities. Moreover, young adults usually live in 
financially secure circumstances, due to a close affiliation to their parental home. Hence, young 
adults pursue their individual life plans based on personal values and preferences, rather than 
focusing on mere economic objectives. Individuals’ objectives are developed according to their 
perceived life time left (Carstensen, 1995) and growth motives are subordinate (Kooij et al., 
2011). As young adults perceive time as open-ended, they prioritize goals aimed at improving 
the world and “this also includes goals related to the task of finding out about one’s role in the 
society (e.g., receiving social acceptance)” (Lang & Carstensen, 2002, p. 125). This 
unconditional orientation towards social relations is also supported by previous research on 
lifespan developmental changes, suggesting that younger individuals particularly value 
recognition, social embeddedness, and affiliation to a social group, such as peers or the 
community they are living in, while forming their own social identity (e.g., Lang & Carstensen, 
2002).  
Middle adulthood is defined as the period of growth and maintenance. In middle 
adulthood, individuals direct their responsibilities towards supporting the own family, 
providing a home, raising offspring, and caring for elderly (Schaie, 2016). The middle-aged 
adult falters between generativity, i.e. raising own children and thus guiding the next 
generation, and stagnation, i.e. earning money, generating wealth, and being self-centered. Due 
to heavy financial obligations, burdens of parenthood, and high demands for family support, 
middle-aged adults are forced to foster goals and pursue an occupation that successfully 
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encounters these life stage challenges (Levinson, 1986; Warr, 2008). Hence, high income is 
likely to be most valued by individuals in middle adulthood (Warr, 2008). 
Finally, late adulthood is a period of increasing conscientiousness (Roberts et al., 2006) 
where individuals tend to critically evaluate their achievements in life and question their ability 
to make realizable improvements (Erikson, 1994). Lifespan research also suggests that 
perceived future time left, and with it remaining opportunities, also predicts cognitive, 
emotional, and motivational changes potentially causing personal goal shifts (Carstensen, 
2006; Lang & Carstensen, 2002). With increasing age, people realize that their time is limited, 
and shift their priorities from their own career advancement to greater generativity, i.e. 
assuming responsibility for the current young generation, sharing knowledge and experiences, 
and giving something back to society after a rewarding professional career (Clegg & Fifer, 
2014; Funken & Gielnik, 2015; Kooij et al., 2011; Lang & Carstensen, 2002; Zacher et al., 
2012). Consequently, growth motives play a subordinate role in late adulthood compared to 
middle adulthood (Kooij et al., 2011). Also, with increasing age, individuals prioritize 
emotionally meaningful goals in order to gain personal satisfaction (Lang & Carstensen, 2002; 
Kooij et al., 2011). 
Social Value Creation Across the Entrepreneurs’ Lifespan 
Entrepreneurs create social value when they contribute to the natural (e.g., clean and 
healthy environment) and social (e.g., relatedness, social cohesion, security) resource 
endowment and thus welfare of their societies. Socially oriented entrepreneurs are important 
change agents in society who offer solutions to social and environmental problems across the 
globe, and sometimes forgo their own advantages (e.g., in the form of higher incomes) in the 
interest of the common good (Dacin et al., 2010; Meynhardt & Diefenbach, 2012; Terjesen et 
al., 2017). While economically oriented entrepreneurs seek to maximize their personal welfare, 
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social entrepreneurs create social value with their businesses to generate positive external 
effects for the wider society (Estrin et al., 2016; Hoogendorn, 2016).  
We argue that entrepreneurs’ individual attitudes, goals, desires, and values vary with 
lifespan stages and are reflected in their businesses’ varied value creation goals. This argument 
is in line with existing literature on the micro-foundations of organizational goals suggesting 
that “an organization’s goals may be largely set by and reflect the interests, knowledge, and 
contingencies of a dominant coalition often located at the levels of senior management, the 
organization’s founders, and/or its owners” (Linder & Foss, 2018, p. 49). 
Since priorities shift with age, entrepreneurs’ willingness to create economic or non-
economic, social value with their entrepreneurial activities should depend on their respective 
life stage. Consistent with the lifespan psychology perspective, we hypothesize that 
entrepreneurs in middle adulthood will prioritize personal growth and establishment (cf. 
Minola et al., 2016). As middle-aged adults focus on growth-oriented goals regarding all kinds 
of life topics, and must handle greater financial obligations to their families (Ebner et al., 2006), 
middle-aged entrepreneurs will focus more on preventing financial insecurity, generating 
wealth, and maximizing profits and growth, thereby pursuing economic goals with their 
businesses (cf. Warr, 2008). Accordingly, middle-aged entrepreneurs will prioritize economic 
considerations in doing business. 
On the other hand, entrepreneurs in young and late adulthood may display a higher 
willingness to pursue social objectives to contribute to their communities and societies’ 
welfare. As young entrepreneurs often receive (economic) support from their family and 
community, they are less likely to focus on commercial goals and more inclined to follow their 
own life plans based on personal values and preferences. Under conditions of financial security, 
young entrepreneurs’ basic needs are often met which can increase entrepreneurs’ motivation 
to help others and therefore prioritize social value creation when structuring and running 
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ventures. Young entrepreneurs perceive time as open-ended and therefore prioritize world-
improving goals. These preferences are illustrated by a famous quote attributed to Winston 
Churchill: “If a man is not a socialist by the time he is 20, he has no heart. If he is not a 
conservative by the time he is 40, he has no brain.” Annual GenForward surveys in the U.S. 
report that 44 percent of young people and just 26 percent of baby boomers would prefer to 
live in a socialist country (Chapman, 2018). Previous research on entrepreneurial intentions 
supports this notion, suggesting that compared to older counterparts, younger individuals 
engage in social entrepreneurship to a greater extent (Lepoutre et al., 2013; Stephan et al., 2015; 
Terjesen, 2017). 
Addressing social goals, beyond mere economic goals, should also be more common 
for entrepreneurs in late adulthood (Kautonen et al., 2017). When family and career obligations 
are usually less extensive and strong. For instance, career development research suggests that 
older entrepreneurs have usually already achieved their major career goals resulting in a 
satisfactory income level (Gielnik et al., 2012). Hence, entrepreneurial activities for older 
individuals are only considered as an additional source of income, and not as a “principal 
wealth generator” (Heimonen, 2013, p. 55). Older entrepreneurs thus enjoy the comfortable 
situation of not being forced to focus on economic pursuits and can instead concentrate on more 
meaningful goals related to societal well-being and a healthy environment. In addition, older 
adults typically show higher levels of conscientiousness. Early research on adult development 
and value transitions emphasizes that with the development from midlife to old age, 
individuals’ value orientation shifts from “instrumental” values, i.e., financial security, to 
“terminal” values, i.e. desire for world peace (Ryff & Baltes, 1976; as cited by Kanfer & 
Ackerman, 2004). Numerous studies suggest that in their later years, individuals place less 
priority on financial gains and personal wealth (Heimonen, 2013; Singh & DeNoble, 2003; 
Warr ,2008), and instead prioritize recognition, social embeddedness, and affiliation to a 
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community (Lang & Carstensen, 2002). Extending these arguments to the realm of 
entrepreneurship, we expect that older entrepreneurs will prioritize social value creation 
activities over mere economic ones. Taken together, we hypothesize a curvilinear relationship 
between entrepreneurs’ age and their social goals: 
Hypothesis 1: There is a U-shaped relationship between the entrepreneur’s age and 
social value creation. 
Entrepreneurs’ Age and Social Value Creation: The Moderating Role of Institutional 
Quality 
Institutions are defined as “persistent and connected sets of rules (formal and informal) 
that prescribe behavioral roles, constrain activity, and shape expectations” (Keohane, 1989, p. 
3), and can be distinguished into formal institutions, which include rules and laws, and informal 
institutions such as values, norms, and codes of conduct (North, 1990). Formal and informal 
institutions play a critical role in shaping entrepreneurial activity (e.g., Bowen & De Clercq 
2008; De Clercq et al., 2014; Goltz et al., 2015; McMullen et al., 2008). In addition to a direct 
influence, formal and informal institutions indirectly affect entrepreneurship by moderating 
relationships between individual characteristics (e.g., gender, age, and human capital) and 
entrepreneurial intentions and actions (Brieger & De Clercq, 2018; De Clercq et al., 2013, 
2014; Pathak & Muralidharan, 2016). 
This study expands this literature by focusing on formal institutions and how the quality 
of formal institutions moderates the relationship between an entrepreneur’s age and his/her 
choice to create social value with his/her venture. Formal institutional quality is a key factor 
for entrepreneurship (e.g., Estrin & Mickiewicz, 2011; Goltz et al., 2015). Institutional quality 
is often linked to economic freedom – that is, the “absolute right of property ownership; fully 
realized freedoms of movement of labor, capital, and goods; and an absolute absence of 
government coercion or constraint of economic liberty beyond the extent necessary for citizens 
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to protect and maintain liberty itself” (Miller & Holmes, 2009, p. 11). Economic freedom 
focuses on four key aspects of institutional quality: rule of law, government size, regulatory 
efficiency, and market openness. Societies that warrant property rights and enforce contracts 
enjoy lower transaction costs of entrepreneurial activity, and are better able to mobilize control 
of key resources. Moreover, a strongly enforced rule of law enables financial institutions to 
develop, thereby facilitating entrepreneurs’ access to capital and resources for scaling their 
entrepreneurial initiatives (Estrin & Mickiewicz, 2011). Costly and time-consuming entry 
regulations are barriers for new firm creation (Djankov et al., 2002; Klapper et al., 2006). 
Greater levels of entrepreneurial activity are found in contexts characterized by less regulation 
of credit and labor, lower levels of corruption, and a smaller government sector (Aidis et al., 
2012; Nyström, 2008; van Stel et al., 2007).  
Well-functioning institutions also facilitate social entrepreneurship (Brieger et al., 
2018; Estrin et al., 2013; Hoogendorn, 2016). For instance, Estrin et al. (2013) find that strong 
rule of law facilitates social entrepreneurial entries. Hoogendorn (2016, p. 279) states that 
“favorable institutional circumstances, in particular a strong rule of law […] benefit the share 
of social start-ups in all start-ups.” Brieger and colleagues (2018) point out that entrepreneurs 
are more willing to create social value with their ventures when they are embedded in 
environments that are characterized by strong personal autonomy rights (e.g., freedom of 
movement, association, education, speech, expression, and belief) and participation rights (e.g., 
electoral self-determination, political engagement, and worker rights).  
We hypothesize that institutional quality influences the curvilinear relationship 
between entrepreneurs’ age and their social value creation goals in doing business. Economic 
freedom in terms of contract enforcement and property rights, the absence of corruption, 
business freedom, and financial and investment freedom gives an entrepreneur the freedom of 
action to set goals in accordance to his/her life phase. Moreover, these conditions enable 
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entrepreneurs to choose commercial goals in their middle adulthood, and non-commercial 
goals in young and old adulthood. When embedded in an environment with strong and well-
designed institutions, middle-aged entrepreneurs may feel more comfortable that they will be 
able to harvest the fruits of their efforts and initiatives. Embedded in this same high quality 
institution environment, younger and older entrepreneurs know that their entrepreneurial plans 
and actions are more predictable and less susceptible to external influences in good institutional 
environments, thereby increasing their feeling of control over financial risks and returns (Estrin 
& Mickiewicz, 2011; Harper, 2003; McMullen et al., 2008). Good resource endowments and 
institutional security allows younger and older entrepreneurs to follow their non-commercial 
goals to a larger extent. This should result in a steeper U-shaped relationship between 
entrepreneurs’ age and social value creation, as well-functioning institutions allow and 
motivate middle-aged entrepreneurs to follow their innate orientation towards achievement, 
wealth, and financial security. In contrast, entrepreneurs in early and late adulthood follow their 
innate orientation towards world-improving goals and giving back to society, respectively.  
We expect a flatter U-shaped relationship between entrepreneurs’ age and their social 
objectives in countries marked by weak institutions. Strong institutional environments enable 
entrepreneurs to choose between commercial and non-commercial value creation; weak 
institutional settings limit entrepreneurs’ decision-making towards varying value creation 
goals. Weak institutional environments demand entrepreneurs who prioritize social value 
creation to fill institutional voids, but cannot provide the sufficient resources that entrepreneurs 
need to pursue non-commercial goals. Countries with low-quality institutions tend to be 
economically poorer and more collectivist, thus motivating entrepreneurs to focus primarily on 
the welfare of their in-group and not of the wider society or all humanity. So, even if 
entrepreneurs in young and late adulthood would like to create social value to a larger extent, 
they are unable to do so. In line with this, Brieger and colleagues (2018) argue that 
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entrepreneurs who are empowered existentially, psychologically, and institutionally tend to be 
more enabled, motivated, and entitled to pursue broader social goals with their businesses. 
Moreover, low institutional quality not only buffers young and older entrepreneurs’ motivation 
to create social value, but also negatively effects entrepreneurs’ willingness to pursue economic 
goals in middle adulthood even though middle-aged entrepreneurs actually prefer to be 
economically oriented with their venture in this life phase. Low institutional quality increases 
transaction costs, which in turn may reduce financial rewards. Threats due to missing property 
rights, heavy bureaucratic burdens, and corruption lower entrepreneurs’ willingness to pursue 
economic goals in middle adulthood. Hence, while well-functioning institutions allow and 
motivate middle-aged entrepreneurs to follow their innate orientation towards achievement, 
wealth, and financial security, weak institutions mitigate and aggravate middle-aged 
entrepreneurs’ willingness to follow commercial objectives with their businesses. Taken 
together, this should result in a flatter U-shaped relationship between entrepreneurs’ age and 
social value creation in countries marked by weak institutions. Therefore, we expect: 
Hypothesis 2: A country’s institutional quality strengthens the U-shaped relationship 
between an entrepreneur’s age and his/her social value creation. 
Figures 4.1 and 4.2 summarize and illustrate visually the main argumentation of our 
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Figure 4.1 Relation between entrepreneurs’ age and social value creation 
 
Figure 4.2 Relation between entrepreneurs’ age, institutional quality, and social value 
creation 
 




We utilize the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor’s (GEM) Adult Population Survey 
(APS), the largest multi-country research project on entrepreneurship providing individual and 
country-level harmonized data on entrepreneurial attitudes, intentions, and efforts in over 100 
countries (Bergmann & Stephan, 2013; Hörisch et al., 2017, 2018; Reynolds et al., 2004). In 
2009, GEM included a special topic on commercial, social, and environmental entrepreneurial 
activity. Entrepreneurs in more than 50 countries answered questions related to their business 
objectives, and the responses provide the basis for our dependent variable. GEM follows a 
cross-sectional design, and is therefore most powerful when combined with other data using 
multi-level research methodology (Bergmann & Stephan, 2013; Bosma, 2013). We incorporate 
further macro-level data drawn from the World Bank and Freedom House. Our sample 
represents the adult population (18-80 years) in each country. Since the World Bank does not 
provide information for all countries in the GEM database (Leopoutre et al., 2013; Terjesen et 
al., 2012), our final sample comprises data from 15,510 entrepreneurs in 45 countries. The 
countries represent all regions around the world ranging from less developed to highly 
developed countries. 
Measures 
Dependent Variable. Our dependent variable captures the degrees to which an 
entrepreneur prioritizes social value creation in doing business. Entrepreneurs responded to the 
statement: “Organizations may have goals according to the ability to generate economic value, 
societal value, and environmental value. Please allocate a total of 100 points across these three 
categories as it pertains to your [venture’s] goals.” Since the measure is ipsative and social 
entrepreneurship focuses on both societal well-being and environmental health (Mair & Marti, 
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2006; Dacin et al., 2010, 2011), we use the additive score of points allocated to the two types 
of non-commercial business goals, and label the variable “social value creation.” 
Independent Variable. Our independent variable is each entrepreneur’s age measured 
as a continuum from 18 to 80. We include the quadratic term of age (age squared) to test for 
curvilinear effects. We divide age and age squared by 10 for the estimations. 
Moderating Variable. Our moderating variable captures the quality of formal 
institutions in the entrepreneur’s country. We assess formal institutional quality by Heritage’s 
Index of Economic Freedom (IEF). The index of economic freedom measures 12 specific 
components of economic freedom, each graded on a scale from 0 to 100: property rights, 
judicial effectiveness, government integrity, tax burden, government spending, fiscal health, 
business freedom, labor freedom, monetary freedom, trade freedom, investment freedom, and 
financial freedom. The index weights each of these categories equally and averages them to 
produce an overall score of economic freedom (for a detailed description see Miller et al., 
2018). 
As the index of economic freedom is a broad measure of institutional quality, we also 
consider tighter indicators of institutional quality, such as World Bank’s indices of corruption 
control and political stability, Heritage’s property rights index, and rule of law measured by 
the Polity IV indicator ‘constraints on the executive.’ 
Control Variables. In accordance with previous GEM research, we include individual- 
and country-level control variables. At the individual level, we control for entrepreneurs’ 
gender, household income, education, household size, personal trait characteristics such as 
having start-up skills and fearing failure, and if the respondent knows an entrepreneur. Gender 
is coded as 1 for female and 0 for male entrepreneurs. Household income is divided into three 
categories (lower, middle, or upper one-third of household incomes) based on the income 
distribution for each country. Education is the entrepreneur’s highest educational level in five 
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categories ranging from 1 “no formal education” to 5 “graduate experience.” Start-up skills are 
measured by the entrepreneur’s response to the question whether he/she has “the knowledge, 
skill, and experience required to start a new business” and coded 1 for yes and 0 for no. Fear 
of failure is a response to “fear of failure would prevent you from starting a business” and 
coded 1 if the entrepreneur indicates that fear of failure would prevent him/her from starting a 
business and 0 otherwise. Knows entrepreneur, which indicates if the entrepreneur personally 
know someone that had started a business in the past two years, is coded 1 for yes and 0 for no. 
Household size contains five categories, ranging from 1 for one household member to 5 for 
five and more members in the household. At the country level, we control for GDP, GDP 
growth, and unemployment. GDP is measured per capita in constant 2010 US$. GDP growth 
is also measured per capita and captures the annual growth of GDP growth per capita. 
Unemployment considers the percentage of unemployed people among the working 
population. Data come from the World Bank. We also consider government spending as 
measured by the ratio of government spending to GDP, with Heritage data. 
Data Analysis 
We test our hypotheses with multilevel mixed-effects linear regression. Multilevel 
modelling accounts for the hierarchical structure of the dataset in which individual data are 
nested within country-level data. The data’s nested nature renders multilevel modelling more 
preferable to traditional regression techniques which tend to generate inefficient estimates and 
biased standard errors (Snijders & Bosker, 2012). To determine the need for multilevel 
modeling, we estimated the between-country variance of the dependent variables. We run an 
intercept-only models for our dependent variable and calculate an intraclass correlation 
coefficient (ICC; the percentage of total variance in the respective dependent variable that 
exists between countries). We find that about 14.4% of social value creation variations lie 
between countries. ICCs are considered small, medium, and large at 0.05, 0.10, and 0.15 
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respectively (Hox, 2010), hence the results indicate that there is enough between-country 
variance to warrant a multilevel approach. We use Stata 14’s ‘mixed’ command to conduct the 




Table 4.1 depicts our variables’ descriptive statistics. On average, entrepreneurs give 
much less priority to social value (M = 35.91, SD = 25.62) than economic value creation. The 
entrepreneurs’ average age is 41.83 (SD = 12.43) and more than half of the participants are 
male. Half of the entrepreneurs have at least tertiary education (M = 2.05, SD = 1.01), and more 
than half of the entrepreneurs are in the upper third household income range (M = 1.41, SD = 
0.73). Most entrepreneurs report having the skills to start and run a business (M = 0.83, SD = 
0.37) and less than one third of entrepreneurs indicate a fear of failure (M = 0.29, SD = 0.45). 
In addition, more than 50 percent of the entrepreneurs report to know other entrepreneurs (M 
= 0.57, SD = 0.50). The institutional quality variable has a mean value of 64.76 and a standard 
deviation of 9.99, indicating good variance in our sample. Table 4.2 depicts country-level 
descriptive statistics.  
Table 4.3 provides the correlation matrix for all variables. As Table 4.3 shows, there is 
a significant bivariate relationship between social value creation and age (r = 0.02, p < 0.01), 
while social value creation is positively associated with institutional quality (r = 0.13, p < 0.01). 
We also find positive significant bivariate relationships between social value creation and 
gender (r = 0.04, p < 0.01), education (r = 0.11, p < 0.01), start-up skills (r = 0.02, p < 0.01), 
GDP p. C. (r = 0.15, p < 0.01), knows entrepreneur (r = 0.02, p < 0.01), and institutional quality 
(r = 0.14, p < 0.01). Moreover, social value creation is negatively related to household income 
(r = -0.04, p < 0.01), fear of failure (r = -0.03, p < 0.01), household size (r = -0.06, p < 0.01), 
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GDP growth p. C. (r = -0.09, p < 0.01), unemployment (r = -0.06, p < 0.01), and government 
spending (r = -0.04, p < 0.01).  
Table 4.4 contains the results of our multilevel regression models: Model 1 examines 
the direct effect of age on social value creation. Model 2 adds the quadratic age term, thereby 
testing the curvilinear effect of age on social value creation. Thereafter, we estimate models 
that include the interaction terms. 
Models 2 and 3 report the age effects on social value creation. In Model 2, we find a 
significant negative linear age term (β = -0.422; p < 0.1). Results of Model 3 indicate a U-
shaped pattern for the relationship between age and social value creation. As expected, the 
coefficient of the linear term is negative and significant (β = -3.867; p < 0.01), whereas the 
coefficient of the squared term is positive and significant (β = 0.406; p < 0.01). Thus, 
Hypothesis 1 is supported. 
Table 4.1 Descriptive statistics 
 
  
Variable N Mean SD Min Max 
Social value creation 15,510 35.914 25.622 0 100 
Gender (female) 15,510 1.369 0.482 1 2 
Age 15,510 41.834 12.429 18 80 
Household income 15,510 1.413 0.734 0 2 
Education 15,510 2.050 1.010 0 4 
Start-up skills 15,510 0.832 0.374 0 1 
Fear of failure 15,510 0.285 0.452 0 1 
Knows entrepreneur 15,510 0.573 0.495 0 1 
Household size 15,510 3.438 1.265 1 5 
GDP p.C. 45 23619.120 21415.090 1237.677 90806.840 
GDP growth p.C. 45 1.844 3.496 -10.119 10.281 
Unemployment 45 7.721 4.523 2.550 23.300 
Government spending 45 60.844 21.732 17.900 93.100 
Institutional quality (IEF) 45 64.764 9.986 44.700 89.700 
      
Robustness check variables      
Corruption control 45 64.326 25.738 9.709 100 
Property rights 45 55.000 25.959 10 90 
Political stability 45 50.577 27.452 3.365 99.519 
Rule of law 42 5.786 1.774 1 7 
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Algeria 4396.76 0.75 11.33 74.6 56.2 33.98 30 14.90 5 
Argentina 10125.26 3.00 7.89 80.9 54.2 38.83 30 41.35 6 
Belgium 44995.29 -0.05 6.98 17.9 71.7 86.89 80 67.79 7 
Bosnia and Herzegovina 4566.88 5.50 23.3 48.3 53.9 44.17 10 28.85 N/A 
Brazil 10560.24 4.02 7.90 55.5 56.2 58.74 50 34.62 6 
Chile 12486.95 2.16 7.48 88.2 78.6 90.29 90 58.65 7 
China 3805.03 9.09 4.20 89.7 53.1 35.92 20 29.81 3 
Colombia 6048.08 2.33 11.42 71.2 62.2 50.49 40 5.77 6 
Croatia 14782.67 2.09 8.53 28.0 54.1 56.80 30 65.38 7 
Denmark 60504.51 -1.09 3.43 19.8 79.2 100.00 90 86.06 7 
Dominican Republic 5120.62 1.79 14.16 88.8 57.7 29.13 30 43.27 6 
Ecuador 4624.19 4.57 7.31 82.3 55.2 22.82 30 20.67 4 
Finland 49366.64 0.25 6.37 29.1 74.6 99.03 90 99.52 7 
Germany 42367.62 1.27 7.52 34.0 70.6 92.72 90 78.85 7 
Greece 29876.52 -0.60 7.76 57.8 60.6 61.17 50 53.85 7 
Hong Kong 31553.63 1.52 3.56 93.1 89.7 94.17 90 87.02 N/A 
Hungary 13794.42 1.07 7.82 26.5 67.6 68.93 70 70.19 7 
Iceland 46531.31 -0.35 2.95 46.3 75.8 99.51 90 93.75 N/A 
Iran 5914.61 -0.20 10.48 84.5 45.0 25.73 10 16.35 2 
Israel 29930.69 1.24 7.704 35.1 66.3 78.64 70 11.06 7 
Italy 37587.57 -1.70 6.72 29.4 62.6 64.56 50 63.94 7 
Jamaica 5150.36 -1.28 10.33 59.6 65.7 40.29 50 35.58 7 
Japan 45165.88 -1.14 3.98 56.2 73.0 85.92 70 75.48 7 
Jordan 4073.39 2.76 12.7 53.2 64.1 69.42 55 31.25 3 
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Korea 20848.55 2.09 3.16 77.3 68.6 68.45 70 57.69 6 
          
Latvia 13242.73 -2.59 7.74 59.2 68.3 61.65 55 52.40 7 
Malaysia 8991.76 1.55 3.34 80.8 63.9 57.77 50 46.63 5 
Morocco 2705.79 4.74 9.57 73.2 55.6 43.20 35 25.96 3 
Netherlands 52121.20 1.30 2.75 38.2 77.4 96.60 90 77.88 7 
Norway 90806.84 -0.86 2.55 46.3 68.6 93.69 90 95.19 7 
Panama 7691.55 6.74 5.85 89.1 64.7 56.31 30 40.38 6 
Peru 4701.90 7.80 6.64 91.8 63.8 50.97 40 17.79 7 
Romania 8872.78 10.28 5.79 70.8 61.7 54.85 30 50.00 7 
Russia 11089.93 5.29 6.32 69.5 49.8 12.14 30 20.19 4 
Saudi Arabia 18465.97 5.75 5.08 69.1 62.5 58.25 50 30.77 1 
Slovenia 25448.94 3.14 4.37 33.2 60.2 79.61 50 89.42 7 
South Africa 7465.39 1.79 22.91 76.8 63.4 62.62 50 45.67 7 
Spain 32304.62 -0.48 11.25 56.2 69.1 82.52 70 30.29 7 
Switzerland 75424.28 0.99 3.35 61.6 79.5 97.09 90 94.71 7 
United Arab Emirates 43045.33 -10.12 4.01 80.2 62.6 83.50 40 69.71 3 
United Kingdom 40315.57 -1.41 5.62 40.1 79.4 92.23 90 59.13 7 
United States 49364.64 -1.23 5.78 59.8 81.0 91.75 90 66.35 7 
Uruguay 10698.08 6.82 7.703 76.6 67.9 84.95 70 76.92 7 
Venezuela 14687.98 3.61 6.85 79.7 44.7 9.71 10 11.54 4 
Yemen 1237.68 0.76 14.97 58.5 53.8 28.64 30 3.37 2 
Mean 23619.12 1.84 7.72 60.84 64.76 64.33 55.00 50.58 5.79 
Note. N/A = not available        
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Table 4.3 Correlation matrix 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
1. Social value creation 1              
2. Gender (female) 0.04 1             
3. Age 0.02 -0.03 1            
4. Household income -0.04 -0.11 -0.02 1           
5. Education 0.11 -0.03 -0.04 0.24 1          
6. Start-up skills 0.02 -0.05 0.00 0.11 0.12 1         
7. Fear of failure -0.03 0.06 -0.03 -0.05 -0.06 -0.14 1        
8. Knows entrepreneur 0.02 -0.07 -0.18 0.12 0.09 0.12 -0.03 1       
9. Household size -0.06 0.01 -0.22 0.10 -0.13 -0.02 0.03 0.03 1      
10. GDP p.C. 0.15 -0.03 0.25 0.05 0.30 0.07 -0.05 -0.05 -0.28 1     
11. GDP growth p.C. -0.09 0.07 -0.12 -0.07 -0.26 -0.09 0.01 0.09 0.10 -0.55 1    
12. Unemployment -0.06 -0.01 -0.15 -0.01 -0.12 0.04 0.06 -0.03 0.17 -0.45 -0.08 1   
13. Government spending -0.04 0.05 -0.15 -0.03 -0.24 -0.05 0.01 0.08 0.19 -0.62 0.52 0.08 1  
14. Institutional quality 0.14 0.00 0.26 0.03 0.28 0.11 -0.07 -0.08 -0.22 0.67 -0.47 -0.33 -0.44 1 
Note. Correlations in bold are significant at p < 0.01. The sample includes 45 countries (N = 15,510). 
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Table 4.4 Multilevel linear regression results     
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
 b SE b SE b SE b SE 
Constant 10.680 (12.920) 5.354 (12.310) 10.120 (12.470) -35.630* (18.400) 
         
Individual-level controls         
Gender (female) 2.137*** (0.407) 2.118*** (0.407) 2.199*** (0.408) 2.212*** (0.408) 
Household income -1.558*** (0.280) -1.519*** (0.280) -1.478*** (0.280) -1.469*** (0.280) 
Education 1.128*** (0.217) 1.101*** (0.220) 1.131*** (0.220) 1.141*** (0.220) 
Start-up skills 0.058 (0.544) 0.066 (0.545) 0.125 (0.545) 0.143 (0.545) 
Fear of failure -0.656 (0.437) -0.722* (0.437) -0.676 (0.437) -0.686 (0.437) 
Knows entrepreneur 0.613 (0.407) 0.492 (0.411) 0.494 (0.411) 0.463 (0.411) 
Household size -0.109 (0.164) -0.180 (0.167) -0.101 (0.168) -0.079 (0.169) 
         
Country-level controls         
GDP p.C. 0.025** (0.011) 0.025** (0.010) 0.026** (0.010) 0.027*** (0.010) 
GDP growth p.C. -0.125 (0.449) -0.076 (0.422) -0.061 (0.425) -0.070 (0.422) 
Unemployment 0.698* (0.362) 0.822** (0.343) 0.811** (0.346) 0.808** (0.343) 
Government spending 0.087 (0.073) 0.092 (0.070) 0.091 (0.070) 0.094 (0.070) 
Institutional quality 0.105 (0.173) 0.197 (0.163) 0.217 (0.164) 0.912*** (0.262) 
         
Independent variable         
Age   -0.422* (0.251) -3.867*** (1.045) 18.730*** (6.909) 
Age × Age     0.406*** (0.120) -1.876** (0.795) 
         
Cross-level effects         
Institutional quality × Age       -0.344*** (0.103) 
Institutional quality × Age × Age       0.035*** (0.012) 
Observations 15,510  15,510  15,510  15,510              
Countries 45  45  45  45  
Individual-level variance 569.50***  568.00***  567.60***  567.20***  
Country-level variance 72.41***  53.56***  54.19***  54.10***  
Intraclass coefficient (ICC) 0.113  0.085  0.086  0.086  
Log likelihood -71288.7  -71279.9  -71274.2  -71268.0  
Note. Significant levels: * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01. Dependent variable: Social value creation. 
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Model 4 includes the interaction term. The results show that institutional quality 
strengthens the U-shaped structure between age and social value creation. The results indicate 
that institutional quality reinforces the negative linkage between age and social value creation 
(β =  
-0.344; p < 0.01), and positively moderates the positive association of age squared and social 
value creation (β = 0.035; p < 0.01). This provides evidence that in environments characterized 
by high quality in institutions, entrepreneurs in younger and older ages tend to be even more 
socially and environmentally oriented with their ventures, compared to their middle-aged 
counterparts. Thus, Hypothesis 2 is supported. 
To better understand the nature of the U-shaped relationship between entrepreneurs’ 
age and social value creation goals, we plot the corresponding graphs. Figure 4.3 shows a U-
shaped relationship between age and social value creation, indicating that entrepreneurs 
become more economically oriented when they reach middle age and more socially oriented in 
their young and old age. Entrepreneurs’ creation of social value decreases with age to a turning 
point, after which social value creation increases again with rising age. Figure 4.4 shows that 
the curvilinear relationships are moderated by the institutional environment. Weak institutional 
quality based on the index of economic freedom seems to flatten the curve such that the 
observed curvilinear relationship becomes more linear, indicating lower levels of differences 
in social value creation among young, middle, and old-aged entrepreneurs. In contrast, under 
conditions of high institutional quality, the relationship between entrepreneurs’ age and social 
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Figure 4.3 Curvilinear effect of entrepreneur’s age on social value creation 
 
Figure 4.4 Curvilinear effect of entrepreneur’s age on social value creation at high and low 
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Robustness Checks 
We run several tests of robustness and validity of the curvilinear relationship between 
entrepreneurs’ age and the creation of social value creation. First, we conduct a Wald test to 
evaluate the joint significance of age and age squared. The results indicate that the joint effect 
of direct and squared terms of age is significant for entrepreneurs’ social value creation [Wald 
chi-square = 14.35; p > 0.001]. 
Second, we run a Sasabuchi’s (1980) test to determine whether age’s effect on social 
value creation decreases at low values of age, and increases at high values of age. Our results 
confirm a U-shaped relationship between age and social value creation (t value = 2.80; p > 
0.005). 
Third, we follow Lind and Mehlum (2010) in using the Fieller approach to estimate 
confidence intervals for the extreme points of the lower and upper bounds of age (95% interval 
for an extreme point): The interval ranges from 43.51 to 57.90 years. The extreme point is 
47.93 years. 
Fourth, we test the robustness of our moderating analysis for four alternative indicators 
of institutional quality: corruption control, property, political stability, and rule of law. The 
results in Table 4.6 are consistent with Table 4.5: There is a curvilinear relationship between 
an entrepreneur’s age and creation of social value. As expected, the coefficients of the linear 
terms are negative and significant, whereas the coefficients of the squared age terms are 
positive and significant, thus providing further evidence that institutional quality moderates the 
curvilinear relationship between age and social value creation. 
Fifth, we test the robustness of our age effects by considering the stage of 
entrepreneurial activity. The results, which are available from the authors upon request, are 
robust even if we exclude all so-called nascent entrepreneurs in the sample—that is, all 
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entrepreneurs who intend to start-up an own business, but have not already done so. The 
results are in line with the ones reported in Table 4.5. 
Finally, as our dependent variable is a proportion bounded between 0 and 100, we 
log-transformed the dependent variable to achieve a normal distribution. The results again 


















Table 4.6 Robustness check results (specific institutional quality moderators) 
 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 
 b SE b SE b SE b SE 
Constant 1.075 (10.370) 9.979 (9.928) 4.883 (8.798) -5.893 (11.650) 
         
Individual-level controls Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  
Country-level controls Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  
Corruption control 0.340*** (0.109)       
Property rights   0.223** (0.107)     
Political stability     0.374*** (0.103)   
Executive constraints        5.337*** (1.439) 
         
Independent variable         
Age 3.070 (2.909) 2.959 (2.563) 0.414 (2.218) 8.807** (4.020) 
Age × Age -0.373 (0.343) -0.320 (0.304) -0.076 (0.264) -1.121** (0.494) 
         
Cross-level effects         
Corruption control × Age -0.104** (0.041)       
Corruption control × Age × Age 0.012** (0.005)       
Property rights × Age   -0.117*** (0.039)     
Property rights × Age × Age   0.012*** (0.004)     
Political stability × Age     -0.092** (0.041)   
Political stability × Age × Age     0.010** (0.005)   
Executive constraints × Age       -2.120*** (0.646) 
Executive constraints × Age × Age       0.252*** (0.078) 
Observations 15,510  15,510  15,510  15,084              
Countries 45  45  45  45  
Individual-level variance 567.40***  567.30***  567.50***  563.90***  
Country-level variance 52.09***  56.23***  45.21***  52.68***  
Intraclass coefficient (ICC) 0.084  0.090  0.074  0.085              
Log likelihood -71270.1  -71270.3  -71268.4  -69264.3              
Note. Significant levels: * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01. Dependent variable: Social value creation. 
 
122 
Table 4.7 Robustness check results (without ‘Nascent Entrepreneurs’ in the sample) [available to the reader upon request] 
 Model R1 Model R2 Model R3 Model R4 
 b SE b SE b SE b SE 
Constant 12.800 (14.080) 5.919 (13.990) 9.681 (14.210) -37.720 (23.730) 
         
Individual-level controls         
Gender (female) 2.005*** (0.497) 2.035*** (0.497) 2.073*** (0.498) 2.082*** (0.498) 
Household income -1.758*** (0.345) -1.747*** (0.345) -1.715*** (0.345) -1.702*** (0.345) 
Education 1.032*** (0.261) 1.076*** (0.265) 1.094*** (0.265) 1.099*** (0.265) 
Start-up skills 0.078 (0.648) 0.098 (0.648) 0.126 (0.648) 0.112 (0.648) 
Fear of failure -0.913* (0.531) -0.918* (0.531) -0.888* (0.531) -0.901* (0.531) 
Knows entrepreneur -0.177 (0.493) -0.113 (0.497) -0.114 (0.497) -0.144 (0.497) 
Household size -0.057 (0.199) -0.041 (0.204) 0.021 (0.206) 0.032 (0.206) 
         
Country-level controls         
GDP p.C. 0.027** (0.012) 0.030*** (0.012) 0.031*** (0.012) 0.031*** (0.012) 
GDP growth p.C. -0.178 (0.488) -0.106 (0.479) -0.094 (0.482) -0.091 (0.482) 
Unemployment 0.781** (0.395) 0.959** (0.391) 0.961** (0.393) 0.955** (0.393) 
Government spending 0.089 (0.079) 0.107 (0.078) 0.106 (0.079) 0.112 (0.079) 
Institutional quality 0.046 (0.188) 0.082 (0.186) 0.099 (0.187) 0.820** (0.343) 
         
Independent variable         
Age   0.218 (0.283) -2.405* (1.364) 19.300** (9.098) 
Age × Age      0.298** (0.152) -1.891* (1.015) 
         
Cross-level effects         
Institutional quality × Age       -0.331** (0.135) 
Institutional quality × Age × Age       0.033** (0.015) 
Observations 10,749  10,749  10,749  10,749              
Countries 45  45  45  45  
Individual-level variance 585.70***  584.60***  584.40***  584.00***  
Country-level variance 83.40***  68.26***  68.92***  68.68***  
Intraclass coefficient (ICC) 0.125  0.105  0.106  0.105              
Log likelihood -49573.2  -49570.4  -49568.5  -49565.3              
Note. Significant levels: * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01. Dependent variable: Social value creation. 
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Table 4.8 Robustness check results (dependent variable is logarithmized) [available to the reader upon request] 
 Model R5 Model R6 Model R7 Model R8 
 b SE b SE b SE b SE 
Constant 2.905*** (0.294) 3.021*** (0.262) 3.125*** (0.265) 2.110*** (0.445) 
         
Individual-level controls         
Gender (female) 0.055*** (0.011) 0.054*** (0.011) 0.056*** (0.011) 0.056*** (0.011) 
Household income -0.044*** (0.008) -0.043*** (0.008) -0.042*** (0.008) -0.042*** (0.008) 
Education 0.010 (0.006) 0.009 (0.006) 0.010 (0.006) 0.010* (0.006) 
Start-up skills -0.017 (0.015) -0.018 (0.015) -0.017 (0.015) -0.018 (0.015) 
Fear of failure 0.005 (0.012) 0.002 (0.012) 0.003 (0.012) 0.003 (0.012) 
Knows entrepreneur 0.013 (0.011) 0.010 (0.011) 0.010 (0.011) 0.010 (0.011) 
Household size -0.006 (0.005) -0.008* (0.005) -0.006 (0.005) -0.006 (0.005) 
         
Country-level controls         
GDP p.C. 0.000** (0.000) 0.000 (0.000) 0.000* (0.000) 0.000* (0.000) 
GDP growth p.C. -0.005 (0.010) -0.005 (0.009) -0.004 (0.009) -0.005 (0.009) 
Unemployment 0.018** (0.008) 0.016** (0.007) 0.016** (0.007) 0.016** (0.007) 
Government spending 0.002 (0.002) 0.001 (0.001) 0.001 (0.001) 0.001 (0.001) 
Institutional quality 0.005 (0.004) 0.006* (0.003) 0.007** (0.003) 0.022*** (0.006) 
         
Independent variable         
Age   -0.013* (0.008) -0.093*** (0.029) 0.432** (0.188) 
Age × Age     0.009*** (0.003) -0.051** (0.022) 
         
Cross-level effects         
Institutional quality × Age       -0.008*** (0.003) 
Institutional quality × Age × Age       0.001*** (0.000) 
Observations 12,848  12,848  12,848  12,848              
Countries 45  45  45  45  
Individual-level variance 0.36***  0.35***  0.35***  0.35***  
Country-level variance 0.04***  0.02***  0.02***  0.02***  
Intraclass coefficient (ICC) 0.092  0.044  0.044  0.042              
Log likelihood -11644.0  -11626.8  -11622.6  -11618.6              
Note. Significant levels: * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01. Dependent variable: Social value creation (logarithmized). 
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Discussion 
Discussion of Findings and Theoretical Contributions 
Entrepreneurship research has long focused on the relationship between individuals’ 
age and entrepreneurial activity. Existing literature mainly explores age differences in 
entrepreneurial motivation or behavior, or examines different age groups separately, such as 
third-age individuals (Kautonen et al., 2011), young entrepreneurs (Minola et al., 2014), or 
individuals nearing retirement (Heim, 2015). While these studies have managed to significantly 
advance our understanding of the role of individuals’ age on entrepreneurship, they present 
three important limitations. First, they often build “on the traditional depiction of mainstream 
entrepreneurship as an individualistic and profit-maximizing endeavor” (Hechavarría et al., 
2012, p. 137); yet, recent research provides substantial evidence that entrepreneurs pursue 
multiple business objectives, seeking to not only make profits but often also contribute to 
societal well-being and a healthy environment (e.g., Bacq et al., 2016; Cohen et al., 2008; 
Hoogendoorn et al., 2017). Second, developmental theories such as lifespan psychology 
suggest that people’s intentions, goals, and motives are not static, but change over the course 
of life leading to shifts in individuals’ goal orientations (Baltes et al., 2006; Ebner et al., 2006). 
Yet, while prior studies build on this perspective to assess what may trigger individuals’ 
entrepreneurial motivation (see, e.g., Minola et al., 2016), we know little about how value 
creation motives also change during the lifespan of entrepreneurs. Third, intentions, goals, and 
motives are sensitive to context (Athayde, 2009; Obschonka & Silbereisen, 2012; Stephan et 
al., 2015). However, previous research on the relationship between age and entrepreneurship 
either neglects this developmental-contextual perspective (Carsrud & Brännback, 2011; 
Obschonka & Silbereisen, 2012) or focuses on cultural rather than institutional features 
(Minola et al., 2016). Consequently, a focus on institutional characteristics in the age-value 
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creation linkage provides a better understanding of why entrepreneurs give priority to social 
value creation under certain conditions. 
In this study, we argue that entrepreneurs’ value creation goals are not stable but rather 
change across their lifespan. We show that entrepreneurs are relatively more economically and 
less socially oriented during their middle age, whereas they express higher social orientation at 
both a younger and older ages. This reasoning is consistent with lifespan psychology theory’s 
predictions that people’s intentions, goals, and motives change over the course of life (Baltes 
et al., 2006; Ebner et al., 2006). We also find that the cross-sectional age differences in 
entrepreneurs’ goals in doing business vary depending on the characteristics of the formal 
environment where entrepreneurs are embedded. Institutional quality significantly influences 
entrepreneurs’ value creation over the course of their lives. Higher institutional quality allows 
entrepreneurs to follow their innate affinity towards personal wealth and prosperity in middle 
adulthood, as well as a stronger social orientation when doing business at younger and older 
phases in life. Our analyses reveal that high-quality institutions strengthen the relationship 
between an entrepreneur’s age and economic value creation and weakens the relationship 
between an entrepreneur’s age and social value creation. Evidently, well-functioning 
institutions such as government integrity, judicial effectiveness, property protection, business 
freedom, and the absence of corruption seem to provide a fruitful environment for 
entrepreneurs who prefer to choose business goals according to their respective life stage, and 
whose decisions towards certain types of value creation are influenced by perceived pay-offs 
(Hoogendorn, 2016). Conversely, an environment with low-institutional institutions provide 
more restrictive conditions that inhibit individual decision-making and thus make it more 
difficult for entrepreneurs to appoint their individual preferences regarding value creation when 
structuring and running their venture, i.e., economic value creation in middle adulthood, and 
social value creation in young and old adulthood. As our figures demonstrate, the curvilinear 
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relationship is flatter for weak institutional settings, indicating that young, middle, and old 
entrepreneurs possess an equal blend of both social and economic value creation goals, 
compared to entrepreneurs in stronger institutional settings. In sum, institutions influence 
entrepreneurial value creation and with it economic outcomes since they affect how costs and 
benefits are perceived by entrepreneurs (Boettke & Coyne, 2009). Our results thus raise 
attention to institutional mechanisms that shape individuals’ entrepreneurial activities at 
different life stages and in different countries. 
Our study provides three main contributions. First, it is among the first to theoretically 
argue and empirically demonstrate age differences in economic and non-economic value 
creation goals across entrepreneurs’ lifespan. Existing studies dealing with individuals’ age 
and entrepreneurship typically focus on ‘generic entrepreneurship’ and typically show that an 
individual’s desire to start a venture increases up to middle age and then decreases (e.g., Funken 
& Gielnik, 2015; Lévesque & Minniti, 2006; Parker, 2009). By integrating in the age-
entrepreneurship debate the multi-dimensionality of value creation goals of entrepreneurs, we 
theorize and show that argue that a U-shaped relationship exists between an entrepreneur’s age 
and his/her social value creation goals. As such, this study fundamentally refines our 
understanding of extant theory by challenging the well-established inverted U-shaped 
relationship between age and entrepreneurship. 
Second, our study shows that entrepreneurs’ creation of economic and social value is 
not stable across different age groups. We respond to calls to broaden the scope of 
entrepreneurial value creation (Amit et al., 2001; Cohen et al., 2008; Hechavarría et al., 2017), 
and to apply a developmental perspective in entrepreneurship research (Carsrud & Brännback, 
2001; Lévesque & Minniti, 2006; Minola et al., 2016; Obschonka & Silbereisen, 2012; Zahra 
& Wright, 2011). Focusing solely on financial performance in entrepreneurship leads to an 
incomplete understanding of entrepreneurial behavior in individuals (e.g., Unger et al., 2011). 
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Hence, by broadening the scope to relevant dependent variables such as entrepreneurs’ social 
value creation and by taking a developmental perspective into account, this study advances and 
extends the current discourse on (multiple) value creation goals in entrepreneurship (e.g., 
Brieger et al., 2018; Hechavarría et al., 2017; Hörisch et al., 2017; Hoogendorn, 2016). 
Third, we also contribute to the scholarly debate on institutional theory in 
entrepreneurship (Bruton et al., 2010; De Clercq et al., 2013) by showing that formal 
institutions influence individual value creation and economic outcomes. We leverage a 
multilevel approach to predict how entrepreneurs’ business goals change over the course of life 
and within different societies. By drawing on lifespan psychology and institutional theory, we 
provide evidence that formal institutional quality moderates entrepreneurs’ value creation over 
a life course. We show that a country’s quality of institutions is a key contingency that helps 
explain entrepreneurs’ value preferences. Our study links theory to empirical evidence to show 
the moderating role of institutional quality. We also contribute to the debate around 
institutional theory and social entrepreneurship (Estrin et al., 2013, 2016; Hechavarría, 2016; 
Pathak & Muralidharan, 2016) by introducing an age perspective. Previous research 
investigates the direct and indirect effects of formal and informal institutions on socially 
oriented entrepreneurial activity. By applying both lifespan psychology and institutional theory 
to the field of entrepreneurship, we deliver a new profound understanding of how 
entrepreneurs’ value creation preferences change over time as well as how they are supported 
by country-level institutional factors. Thus, we present new insights into the factors that relate 
to economic and social value creation in entrepreneurship across countries, thereby 
contributing to the ongoing entrepreneurship debate in social entrepreneurship (e.g., Dacin et 
al., 2010, 2011; Mair & Marti, 2006, 2009; Zahra & Wright, 2011). 
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Policy and Practical Implications 
Our results offer important implications for policy and practice. Showing that 
entrepreneurs adopt different value creation goals for their businesses in different stages of 
their lifespan, policy makers should design age-group specific policies to help entrepreneurs 
meeting their different goals. For instance, countries could implement social entrepreneurship 
programs targeted at improving third-age entrepreneurs’ understanding of how they can 
implement, integrate, and sustain social goals in their businesses (e.g., Howorth et al., 2012). 
Moreover, policy makers must acknowledge that their countries’ institutional quality is an 
important factor in the age-value creation linkage and that borrowing successful policies from 
countries with very diverse rules, laws, and regulations to stimulate social value creation in 
entrepreneurs may not always be efficient. Instead, policy makers should create favorable and 
supportive institutional environments that allow entrepreneurs to follow their innate 
preferences.  
Our results are also relevant for potential entrepreneurs. Empirical evidence shows that 
structural changes in the economy of developed countries—including declining traditional 
labor markets, the impact of new technologies, and youth unemployment—are ‘forcing’ many 
young and older individuals to consider self-employment over traditional employment (e.g., 
Kautonen et al., 2014). To fulfill their often non-financial motives and goals, younger and older 
individuals should acknowledge the existence of an ‘alternative’ view of entrepreneurship, 
thereby challenging entrepreneurs to solve environmental and social challenges and 
government failures such as inequality, poverty, and pollution. 
Limitations and Future Research Directions 
Our study is not without limitations, which present fertile ground for future research. 
First, drawing on GEM data enables multivariate analyses which increases our understanding 
of how the variables are interrelated. However, the cross-sectional nature of the data makes it 
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impossible to determine causality among the variables in this study and may potentially limit 
the validity of our findings. Although our results are consistent with prior lifespan psychology 
studies (e.g., Gielnik et al., 2012; Kooij et al., 2011; Minola et al., 2016), longitudinal studies 
would provide more insights into the potential causal relationship between age and social value 
creation across time. 
Second, in our study we measure entrepreneurs’ perceived value creation rather than 
their actual value creation. Future research could explore more objective measures of economic 
and social value creation. An additional limitation of our study refers to an individual’s 
understanding of social and economic value creation. While one may think of extreme cases of 
commercial entrepreneurship where founders solely aim to achieve financial provision and 
asset generation on the one side or pursue purely philanthropic business models on the other 
side, this is mostly not the case. Even at the extreme points, there are still aspects of both. That 
is, social value creation also relies on economic realities just as economic oriented businesses 
must generate social value (Austin et al., 2006). In fact, social and economic value creation are 
not orthogonal, but rather dimensional, concepts, which describe entrepreneurs’ activities on a 
continuum ranging from purely social to purely commercial. 
Third, as mentioned before, according to lifespan psychology, individuals’ goals and 
motives are not always linked to age, but rather to an individual’s perception of his/her time 
remaining (Carstensen, 2006; Lang & Carstensen, 2002). “Because goal-directed behavior 
relies inherently on perceived future time, the perception of time is inextricably linked to goal 
selection and goal pursuit” (Carstensen, 2006, p. 1913). When time is perceived as finite, e.g., 
due to major life events such as illnesses, war, or geographical relocation, associated 
opportunities are also affected, potentially causing personal goal shifts (Carstensen, 2006; Lang 
& Carstensen, 2002). Previous research indicates that when manipulating or controlling for 
people’s time perspective, there are diminished age differences regarding motivations 
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(Carstensen, 2006; Gielnik et al., 2012; Lang & Carstensen, 2002; Zacher & Frese, 2009). 
Thus, future research should control for individuals’ subjective sense of their perceived time 
constraints. 
Fourth, our focus on formal institutional quality, measured by a country’s level of 
economic freedom—comprising components such as property rights, judicial effectiveness, 
government integrity, and business freedom, among others—is just one plausible mechanism 
for age variation in entrepreneurs’ economic and social value creation. Future research should 
investigate if and how informal institutions—such as a country’s culture values system, trust 
level, or social identity—influence the relationship between age and social value creation (e.g., 
Brieger, 2018; Pathak & Muralidharan, 2016; Stephan et al., 2015). With respect to recent 
insights concerning the interplay of gender and informal institutions (Hechavarría et al., 2017), 
it could also be interesting to examine age patterns in the relationships between gender, culture, 
and value creation goals. 
Fifth, it may be that the relationship between an entrepreneur’s age and his/her social 
value creation goals are mediated by other factors, such as the entrepreneur’s resources, prior 
experiences and motives. While we have tried to control for some of these factors in our model, 
future research could theorize and empirically test the mediating role of these variables in the 
relationship between entrepreneurs’ age and their social value creation goals. 
Finally, the high correlation between formal institutional quality and the stage of 
economic development could lead to the assumption that not primarily well-functioning 
institutions, but rather the abundance of material security, moderates the age-social value 
creation linkage. If material security is certain, entrepreneurs may prioritize values that are 
more prevalent in the respective life phase. However, we do find no support for this assumption, 
as GDP per capita does neither reinforce the negative linkage between age and social value 
creation goals (β = -0.008; n.s.), nor moderate the positive association of age squared and social 
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value creation goals (β = 0.001; n.s.). This confirms the importance of institutional quality for 
the relationship between age and social value creation. The results are also available from the 
authors upon request. However, future research could focus on the role of country and 
individual-level incomes for the relationship between age and social value creation to bring 
more clarity to this matter. 
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Abstract 
Recent research highlights the positive effects of organizational CSR engagement on employee 
outcomes, such as job and life satisfaction, performance, and trust. We argue that the current 
debate fails to recognize the potential risks associated with CSR. In this study, we focus on the 
risk of work addiction. We hypothesize that CSR has per se a positive effect on employees and 
can be classified as a resource. However, we also suggest the existence of an array of unintended 
negative effects of CSR. Since CSR positively influences an employee’s organizational 
identification, as well as his or her perception of engaging in meaningful work, which in turn 
motivates them to work harder while neglecting other spheres of their lives such as private 
relationships or health, CSR indirectly increases work addiction. Accordingly, organizational 
identification and work meaningfulness both act as buffering variables in the relationship, thus 
suppressing the negative effect of CSR on work addiction, which weakens the positive role of 
CSR in the workplace. Drawing on a sample of 565 Swiss employees taken from the 2017 Swiss 
Public Value Atlas dataset, our results provide support for our rationale. Our results also provide 
evidence that the positive indirect effects of organizational CSR engagement on work addiction, 
via organizational identification and work meaningfulness, become even stronger when 
employees care for the welfare of the wider public (i.e., the community, nation, or world). 
Implications for research and practice are discussed. 
 
Keywords: Corporate social responsibility (CSR), public value, work addiction, 
organizational identification, social identity theory, social exchange theory
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Introduction 
Corporate social responsibility (CSR)—a concept whereby organizations “integrate 
social and environmental concerns in their business operations and in their interaction with their 
stakeholders on a voluntary basis” (European Commission, 2001)—is receiving increased 
attention in practice. A growing number of organizations integrate social and environmental 
concerns into their operations, thereby aiming to contribute to the welfare of various 
stakeholders (including the environment) that go beyond narrow economic self-interest and 
legal requirements (Brieger et al., 2018; Dawkins et al., 2016; Kaplan & Kinderman, 2017; 
McWilliams & Siegel, 2001). Today, Fortune Global 500 firms devote over $15 billion per year 
to CSR activities. In 2017, over 90% of the 250 largest companies in the world produced a CSR 
report to inform different stakeholders about their activities. That is up from 35% in 1999 
(Blasco & King, 2017). 
The business ethics literature on CSR outcomes at the micro level offers a very positive 
picture of the effects of CSR on employees, who form one of the most important stakeholder 
groups associated with an organization (Glavas & Godwin, 2013; Glavas & Kelley, 2014; 
Meynhardt et al., 2018). Various studies present evidence that employees who perceive 
themselves as working for a socially responsible organization show higher levels of 
organizational commitment, loyalty, trust, and engagement, and are also more satisfied with 
their jobs and lives in general (Brammer et al., 2007; De Roeck & Delobbe, 2012; Glavas & 
Kelley, 2014; Hansen et al., 2011; Kim et al., 2010; Meynhardt et al., 2018). While these 
findings create confidence that CSR has various positive effects on employees, the current 
debate neglects to recognize its potential negative outcomes at the micro level—the dark side 
of CSR. Thus, what is missing is a deeper understanding of how organizational CSR 
engagement may negatively affect employees and their attitudes, intentions, and behaviors. 
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This study problematizes the one-sided view of CSR as an exclusively positive factor 
and aims to enlarge the debate on the multi-faceted consequences of CSR at the micro level by 
discussing the relationship between organizational CSR engagement and employee work 
addiction. Discussions about work addiction have worked their way into the broader public 
discourse, and their presence there indicates practical relevance. Work addiction is “the 
tendency to work excessively hard and being obsessed with work, which manifests itself in 
working compulsively” (Schaufeli et al., 2009, p. 322). Work addiction is considered an 
addiction because employees focus excessively on their work and fail to notice or enjoy other 
spheres in life, such as private relationships, spare-time activities and health (Andreassen et al., 
2014). We argue that CSR is generally a positive force for employees, most significantly 
because companies that are committed to CSR protect their employees from working excessive 
hours. But we also suggest that CSR can unintentionally stimulate and cause employee work 
addiction. Specifically, we hypothesize that two mediators—organizational identification and 
work meaningfulness—play vital roles in the relationship between CSR and work addiction. 
We suggest that employees who work for socially responsible organizations tend to identify 
more strongly with their employing organization and perceive their work as more meaningful, 
which in turn motivates them to think continually about their work and to work excessively, 
unable to disengage from their work activities (Caesens et al., 2014; van Beek et al., 2011). We 
further hypothesize that the positive indirect effects of organizational CSR engagement on work 
addiction, via organizational identification and work meaningfulness, are even stronger if 
employees show awareness for public welfare. Figure 5.1 illustrates our research model. 
To test our hypotheses, we draw on data for 565 employees polled by the Public Value 
Atlas Switzerland during 2017 (CLVS, 2017), which has been conceptualized to create 
transparency regarding organizational contributions to the common good as perceived by the 
general public (Meynhardt, 2009; Meynhardt et al., 2017). 
TOO MUCH OF A GOOD THING? 
144 
Figure 5.1  Research model relating CSR and employee work addiction 
 
Our paper is structured as follows: First, we introduce an ethical analysis of CSR by 
debating the positive outcomes and potential risks of CSR for employees. Next, we present the 
concept of work addiction and discuss why it is a challenge for CSR in organizations. We then 
present our model and develop the hypotheses, and discuss the methodology in terms of 
sampling, data collection, and measures. This is followed by a description of our analysis and 
our main findings. Finally, the paper concludes with a discussion of the results, managerial 
implications, theoretical contributions, limitations, and suggestions for future research. 
The Positive Outcomes and Potential Risks of CSR for Employees 
Since CSR addresses a broad range of intra-organizational human resource management 
issues (e.g., fairness, diversity and empowerment, and health and safety), ethical analyses of 
CSR focusing on employees have provided important insights into how CSR influences 
employee outcomes (Aguinis & Glavas, 2012; Du et al., 2015; Kim et al., 2010). At present, 
the business ethics literature has drawn a very positive picture of CSR in the work context. It 
shows that employees who work for a socially responsible firm are more committed to, and 
better identify with, their employing organization. Additionally, the existing literature shows 
that they report higher levels of motivation, effort, organizational citizenship behavior, 
performance, and creative involvement at work (Brammer et al., 2015; Glavas & Piderit, 2009; 
Newman et al., 2015). CSR practices also positively change the work environment because 
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employees experience better relationships with their colleagues and supervisors within socially 
responsible organizations (Glavas & Piderit, 2009; Jayasinghe, 2016). Employees also tend to 
be more satisfied with their jobs and lives, and are less willing to quit their jobs, when working 
for a socially responsible organization (Glavas & Kelley, 2014; Hansen et al., 2011; Meynhardt 
et al., 2018). 
Without a doubt, the evidence of the positive effects of CSR on employees is very 
convincing. However, the existing business ethics literature neglects to investigate the potential 
risks that may coexist with the positive effects of CSR on employee outcomes (Rupp & Mallory, 
2015). The missing critical discussion of the downsides at the micro level can be explained by 
the fact that CSR is generally perceived as something good and desirable (Aguinis & Glavas, 
2012). While we generally do not wish to contradict this view, we would like to highlight three 
possible dangers that may arise when employees work in socially responsible companies: (1) 
self-sacrifice, (2) stagnation, and (3) self-righteousness. These three risks are established and 
frequently discussed in the field of work and organizational psychology (e.g., Abele et al., 2012; 
Barnett ,2016; Lin-Hi & Müller, 2013; Schabracq et al., 2003; Swann et al., 2014). 
Self-sacrifice refers to voluntarily and excessively meeting the needs of other people at 
the expense of meeting one’s own needs. It can occur when employees work very hard for their 
socially responsible business. Research suggests that work meaningfulness and identification 
with an organization are associated with work-life imbalances (Avanzi et al., 2012; Tokumitsu, 
2015). Because employees who work in organizations with strong records of CSR show higher 
levels of commitment, motivation and initiative at work, and tend to be happier with their jobs 
(Aguinis & Glavas, 2017; Brammer et al., 2007; Farooq et al., 2014; Glavas & Kelley, 2014), 
they may also tend to neglect their private lives and sacrifice their own well-being. Costas and 
Kärreman (2013) argue that CSR initiatives can be perceived as a form of intra-organizational 
management control that encourages identification with an attractive but idealized 
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organizational image, thereby tying employees’ career ambitions and sense of professional 
responsibility to the organization. Previous research also states that CSR increases employees’ 
motivation to work harder and be more productive (Aguilera et al., 2007; Flammer, 2015). In 
line with that, self-sacrifice can also result from heavy work obligations in an altruistic work 
environment in which employees work together for a greater common purpose (e.g., a healthy 
environment or societal welfare). If an organizational culture prioritizes hard work in order to 
achieve common goals, it may culminate in feelings of substantial work burden, overstress, or 
burnout among employees (Dempsey & Sanders, 2010; Maes, 2012). 
Stagnation refers to the way in which organizational CSR activities and strategies may 
undermine employees’ personal development, growth, and self-expression. Many organizations 
use CSR as a greenwashing tool and window-dressing intervention to gain legitimacy in order 
to maintain their license to operate (Delmas & Burbano, 2011; Preuss, 2012). In this way, 
symbolic CSR helps organizations create an idealized image of a socially responsible entity, 
even when irresponsible business practices and power imbalances are established (Perez-Batres 
et al., 2012). If CSR activities are used to disguise adverse externalities—such as low pay, 
highly unequal CEO–employee salary ratios, gender disparity, social class inequality, or work-
life imbalances—those activities can have negative impacts on the workforce. Notably, they 
may contribute to the stagnation of employees’ personal development and growth. But even if 
organizations take CSR very seriously and undertake substantive CSR actions—for example, 
by incorporating CSR into the business model—stagnation can affect employees when 
substantive CSR initiatives are external and resources are dedicated not to employees but rather 
to external stakeholders such as customers, community groups, or regulatory agencies (Farooq 
et al., 2017; Rupp & Mallory, 2015). As a result, employees could be confronted with both 
stagnant incomes and stagnant skills acquisition, which could significantly reduce their future 
earning capacity, work-life balance and job skills over the long run. Previous literature provides 
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evidence that the firm’s social responsibility reputation is significantly associated with lower 
wages (Nyborg & Zhang, 2013). People are often even willing to sacrifice some percentage of 
their pay to work for a socially responsible employer. Haski-Leventhal and Concato (2016) find 
that 14% of business students are willing to sacrifice more than 40% of their future income to 
work for an organization committed to CSR. 
Self-righteousness can occur when employees identify strongly with their employing 
firm. Social identity theory suggests that individuals identify with entities in order to increase 
their self-worth and to distinguish themselves from the out-group (Ashforth & Mael, 1989). 
Consequently, CSR may not only build bridges by strengthening diversity and cohesion but 
may also create walls that separate individuals from one another, causing discrimination and 
other forms of exclusion built on moral high ground (thereby determining right from wrong 
behavior). Self-righteousness may also lead to the effect that employees are less willing to 
behave responsibly in non-work contexts if the organization’s CSR engagement results in moral 
licensing. Moral licensing is “the psychological process that leads people to engage in morally 
questionable behavior after having previously engaged in socially desirable behavior” 
(Ormiston & Wong, 2013, p. 865). Research indicates that people who recalled their own past 
moral actions subsequently show lower levels of prosocial intentions and behaviors (Blanken 
et al., 2015). Accordingly, if employees think they are behaving very morally by working for a 
responsible business, they might also think they have earned sufficient moral credit to achieve 
moral balance should they choose to engage in immoral non-work behavior (Mullen & Monin, 
2016; Sachdeva et al., 2009). 
The previously outlined risks can occur in isolation but may also be mutually dependent. 
For instance, as self-sacrificing employees tend to assign higher priority to intangible 
recompenses derived from serving others’ needs while giving up tangible recompenses (such 
as monetary promotion or vacations) (Roh et al., 2016), self-sacrifice can undermine an 
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employee’s personal development and growth and result in both stagnant income and low skills 
acquisition and proficiency. Moreover, self-sacrifice can also affect self-righteousness in the 
form that employees who self-sacrifice via long hours and hard work in the service of others 
perceive themselves to be comparatively important to other human beings, thus creating a 
separation between themselves and out-group members who do not pursue an “important” job. 
In the following section, we develop and empirically test a model that links employee self-
sacrifice caused by organizational CSR activities to employee work addiction. We discuss how 
a relationship between CSR and employee work addiction might be mediated by two central 
factors—organizational identification and work meaningfulness—and how an employee’s 
prosocial orientation further moderates the linkages. 
Work Addiction: The Best-Dressed Mental Health Problem in Business 
The concept of work addiction is well known under the label workaholism (a 
combination of work and alcoholism). The academic literature defines work addiction as “the 
compulsion or uncontrollable need to work incessantly” (Oates, 1971, p. 11). Workaholics 
become stressed if they are prohibited from working, leading them to ignore warnings to reduce 
their workload. Workaholics invest excessive time and energy in their work, work more than is 
demanded by implicit and explicit norms, and neglect other spheres of their life such as family, 
friendships, or health (Andreassen et al., 2012; Burke & Fiksenbaum, 2009; Machlowitz, 1980). 
Accordingly, work addiction can have negative psychological, physical, and social effects for 
addicted employees, as well as for the people around them (Andreassen, 2013). For instance, 
workaholics are often less happy, suffer from physical and mental health problems, report 
higher levels of exhaustion, and have more trouble sleeping (Burke, 2000, 2001; Caesens et al., 
2014; Kubota et al., 2010; Matsudaira et al., 2013; Schaufeli et al., 2009). Also, spouses of 
workaholics tend to report lower levels of happiness with their marriages, while children of 
workaholics tend to be more depressed (Carroll & Robinson, 2000; Robinson et al., 2001). 
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Most definitions consider work addiction as a chronic behavioral pattern and a relatively 
stable individual characteristic (Andreassen et al. 2010). However, work addiction is not 
necessarily an inner impulse; it can also be driven by external forces. Organizational culture 
and norms, workplace peer pressure, and employee competition often play vital roles in the 
willingness to work excessively and compulsively. In fact, organizations worldwide tend to 
reward and encourage workaholic behaviors (Andreassen et al., 2010; Burke, 2001). Regardless 
of whether in liberal, coordinated, mixed market, or even planned economies, employees 
working excessively have been highly appreciated and admired by their organizations. Since 
workaholics tend to outperform their peers and build up strong relationships during the long 
hours they work daily, organizations offer them more power and influence, and make it easier 
for them to climb the ladder. Also, the increased usage of digital technology in organizations 
(e.g., laptops and home computers, email communication, and mobile phones) serves to enable 
workaholic behaviors (Burke 2001). Flexible working schedules allow employees to work from 
home or elsewhere, leading to a blurring of the boundary between work and private life. 
Consequently, life in the digital age is increasingly characterized by the incursion of work into 
private life. 
The heightened complexity of work as a consequence of new technologies and various 
other factors (such as globalization) blurs the lines of traditional labor. It affects more non-
linear and decentralized forms of work, which demand new coordination mechanisms to orient 
and guide both individual and collective behavior. Current management models account for this 
by placing organizational and individual purpose at the center of a given model, which then 
serves as an attractor and motivator in the absence of top-down leadership (Kirchgeorg et al., 
2017). In the absence of overarching standards in the workplace, and given the increased 
frequency of remote work, CSR as a corporate purpose stimulates organizational culture with 
a sense of shared higher ideals, goals, values, and norms that promote personal importance and 
TOO MUCH OF A GOOD THING? 
150 
responsibility, as well as collective commitment to common and meaningful goals (Chatman & 
Cha, 2003; Costas & Kärreman, 2013). Accordingly, a strong organizational culture with shared 
values and norms committed to CSR directs employees’ attention towards organizational 
priorities and goals that guide their intentions, behaviors, and decision-making. 
The prevalence of work addiction is difficult to detect due to a lack of reliable statistics. 
Porter (1996) claims that one in four employees is a workaholic. A study on work addiction 
found that approximately 10% of the general U.S. population may be workaholics (Andreassen, 
2013; Sussman et al., 2011). Sussman (2012) states that self-identified work addiction affects 
a third of the working population. Other studies report that the rate of work addiction is 
particularly high among college-educated people (approximately 8 to 17.5%) and in 
professional occupations (approximately 23 to 25%) such as lawyers, doctors, and 
psychologists (Doerfler & Kammer, 1986; Sussman, 2012). Recent research finds that work 
addiction is more widespread among management-level employees and in specific sectors like 
construction, communications, consultancy, and commercial trades (Andreassen et al., 2012; 
Taris et al., 2012). 
Development of Hypotheses 
The Effect of Organizational CSR Engagement on Employee Work Addiction 
Our model seeks to create understanding about the impact of organizational CSR 
engagement on employee work addiction, as well as the underlying mechanisms. First, we argue 
that organizations with CSR policies and activities can help employees to balance demands at 
work and in their personal lives. Accordingly, we develop a resource-based perspective on CSR, 
arguing that in general CSR provides the means, capabilities, features, and controls that are 
beneficial for employees to avoid the symptoms of work addiction. Some of the most notable 
of those symptoms are an intense fear of failure at work, an obsession with work-related 
success, overwork, and feelings of guilt for not working enough. Thus, employees who work 
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for socially responsible organizations should be less willing to free up more time to work or 
spend significantly more time working than initially intended. 
The literature documents a positive impact of CSR on employment and working 
conditions (Aguinis & Glavas, 2012; Jamali & Karam, 2018). Organizations committed to CSR 
not only provide and promote occupational safety and health, human resource development, 
and diversity, but also work-life balance and support for working families. Work-life benefits 
like vacation, flex time, child and elderly care, leave (e.g., paternity), and limited work hours 
are common internal CSR activities. To promote work-life balance, many organizations 
monitor work hours, improve overtime supervision, and encourage the use of holidays. For 
instance, the Yamaha Group, a Japanese multinational corporation, highlights the promotion of 
work-life balance, including the reduction of total working hours, as an important CSR policy 
on their website (Yamaha, 2017): 
In order to reduce total working hours and prevent excessive work, Yamaha 
Corporation established guidelines for overtime through labor-management 
agreement. … We have programs such as “All Go Home at the Same Time Day,” 
which encourage all employees to leave work on time, and programs to urge 
employees to fully use their paid leave days. 
Accordingly, since socially responsible organizations follow strategies to reduce the risk 
of work addiction, employees should be less affected by work addiction and in turn put more 
priority on other important spheres of life, such as health or personal relationships (Andreassen 
et al., 2012). While the focus of internal CSR activities on work addiction is documented, as 
can be inferred from the above, there seems to be no evidence yet of how external CSR activities 
may affect work-life imbalances. We suggest that negative effects of external CSR on work 
addiction may also be observed, due to a potential negative effect of external CSR on internal 
competition. Theories on work orientation propose certain trade-offs between employees’ 
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pursuit of promotion and advancement and the pursuit of contributing to the common good and 
improving the world beyond individual self-interest (Wrzesniewski, 2003). Hence, an 
organization’s external CSR activities allow employees to become aware that there is 
something bigger than their individual welfare, such as the common good. This may promote a 
work environment that is less focused on individual performance and career progress, which, 
consequently, may increase teamwork and decrease internal competition and the likelihood of 
engaging in excessive work. Recent research shows that CSR positively affects team 
performance via team efficacy and team self-esteem (Lin et al., 2012). Based on the insight that 
organizations adopting CSR initiatives have a positive effect on employees, we hypothesize an 
inverse relationship between organizational CSR engagement and employee work addiction. 
Thus, our first hypothesis is as follows: 
Hypothesis 1: Corporate social responsibility is negatively related to employee work 
addiction.  
The Mediating Role of Organizational Identification 
Although we argue that CSR is essentially a positive resource for employees, we also 
think that CSR can be a danger and increase employee work addiction. We think this is true 
primarily when employees develop a strong identification with their organization. An important 
conceptualization of identification is found in social identity theory (Blader & Tyler, 2009; 
Tajfel & Turner, 1986). According to social identity theory, members of social groups such as 
organizations strive to experience a positive distinctiveness through their affiliation with those 
organizations. People tend to identify with prestigious organizations to derive a positive social 
identity (Ashforth & Mael, 1989), basking in a reflected glory that allows for more positive 
assessments. Organizations that contribute to a greater good allow for better self-perceptions of 
one’s own group, as well as for positive expectations of others’ perceptions of one’s own group. 
The inherent positive value of external CSR activities and policies, which are concerned with 
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caring for others and the environment and are thus a contribution to a greater good, can serve 
as a source of identification and positive self-image (Brammer et al., 2007; Glavas & Kelley, 
2014; Rosso et al., 2010). Research documents the positive effect of CSR on employees’ 
identification with their employing firm (Brammer et al., 2015; Glavas & Godwin, 2013; Kim 
et al., 2010). Even in industries with problematic images, such as the oil industry, employees 
who perceive a stronger CSR orientation of their employing organization report higher levels 
of organizational identification (De Roeck & Delobbe, 2012). 
Since employees tend to identify more closely with socially responsible organizations, 
we hypothesize that employees with higher levels of organizational identification are likely to 
exceed healthy levels of engagement in work and are more likely to obtain higher levels of 
work addiction. This may be because employees with high levels of organizational 
identification are likely to have a self-image that is partially dependent on their organization’s 
image, which in turn depends on the organization’s success. Such employees, therefore, may 
have a stronger incentive to contribute to their organization’s success by putting in above-
average effort. Employees that show such a psychological reliance on their organization—in 
addition to a material dependency—may be more prone to work addiction. 
Moreover, social exchange theory, which highlights the importance of reciprocity in 
intentions and behaviors, provides additional support for this argument (Farooq et al., 2014). 
According to social exchange theory, individuals tend to give back if they receive a benefit 
from another person. Accordingly, a socially responsible organization that gives priority to 
internal CSR, and thus cares for the wellbeing of its employees, may make employees feel 
obliged to reciprocate such voluntary socially responsible engagements. Consequently, 
employees with high organizational identification could feel a higher motivation for reciprocal 
actions and may thus be more willing to invest in the welfare of the organization through a 
strong focus on work. Also, if employees think they should give back to their socially 
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responsible employing organization, they may have feelings of guilt and anxiety if they perceive 
themselves as not working hard enough for the welfare of that organization (Farooq et al., 
2014). Employees with strong organizational identification may thus want to support their 
employing organization excessively. 
As far as we know, there is only scant evidence of the relationship between 
organizational identification and employee work addiction. In an early study, Avanzi et al. 
(2012) present empirical support that strong organizational identification leads to a higher level 
of work addiction. Thus, we hypothesize that organizational identification is positively 
associated with employee work addiction. Besides, for the reasons mentioned earlier, 
organizational identification is likely to help explain the relationship between CSR engagement 
and employee work addiction, thereby acting as a suppressor variable that buffers the negative 
direct effect of CSR on employee work addiction. Therefore, we formulate our hypotheses as 
follows: 
Hypothesis 2a: Corporate social responsibility is positively related to organizational 
identification. 
Hypothesis 2b: Organizational identification is positively related to work addiction. 
Hypothesis 2c: Organizational identification positively mediates the negative 
relationship between corporate social responsibility and employee work addiction. 
The Mediating Role of Work Meaningfulness 
Work meaningfulness is defined as the value of a work goal or purpose judged in 
relation to an individual’s ideals or standards (May et al., 2004; Spreitzer, 1995). Aguinis and 
Glavas (2017) categorize meaningfulness as a fundamental human need. In a refined conception 
of meaningfulness, the authors describe the sense-making process in which the individual 
derives meaning from work as a multi-level construct comprising individual, organizational, 
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and societal-level factors (e.g., national culture). These three factors determine whether 
employees actively make their work meaningful by applying different tactics, such as 
emphasizing (or not emphasizing) the positive aspects of work.  
Variables such as work environment have not been studied much by researchers in the 
search for meaningfulness at work (Aguinis & Glavas, 2017). Organizational CSR activities 
seem particularly promising as a source of meaningfulness for the members of an organization 
since they explicitly comprise caring for others and the environment (Glavas & Kelley, 2014). 
Scholars argue that signaling the contribution to a greater good is a primary source of work 
meaningfulness (Glavas and Kelley 2014; Rosso et al. 2010). Glavas and Kelley (2014) find 
first empirical support for a positive association of CSR and work meaningfulness. Against this 
background, we hypothesize a positive influence of CSR on work meaningfulness.  
So far, there is limited research on the work meaningfulness-work addiction linkage. 
Typically, the literature on meaningfulness assumes positive linear consequences, such as more 
meaningfulness is better than less or no meaningfulness at work. What we know from the 
literature is that work meaningfulness is an important determinant of engagement in work, and 
that its downside affects both employees and self-employed workers. For instance, May et al. 
(2004) show that, on a psychological level, meaningfulness is the most important antecedent of 
engagement in work. Moreover, their research reveals high and significant correlations of 
meaningfulness and psychological availability. In addition, the exploitative potential of work, 
primarily based on personal meaningfulness, is well documented in the artistic and creative 
industries (e.g., Duffy 2016; Tokumitsu 2015). Following this line of thought, we aim to test a 
more controversial perspective on the meaningfulness of work in the light of CSR measures. 
We assume that the personal meaningfulness of one’s work environment partly explains 
excessive immersion in work and a compulsive drive to work while neglecting other important 
spheres of life. Consequently, we hypothesize that meaningfulness partially mediates the 
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relationship between CSR and employee work addiction. Thus, our next hypotheses are as 
follows: 
Hypothesis 3a: Corporate social responsibility is positively related to work 
meaningfulness. 
Hypothesis 3b: Work meaningfulness is positively related to work addiction. 
Hypothesis 3c: Work meaningfulness positively mediates the negative relationship 
between corporate social responsibility and employee work addiction. 
The Moderating Role of Public Value Awareness 
Public value awareness is based on Meynhardt’s public value theory, which seeks to 
operationalize contributions to the common good through a psychology-based lens (Meynhardt, 
2009; Meynhardt & Gomez, 2016). Public value awareness seeks to identify which publics or 
higher social unit individuals relate to, and to what extent individuals consider the welfare of 
these publics in their own intentions and behaviors (Meynhardt & Fröhlich, 2019). Thus, public 
value awareness refers to the extent to which an individual considers specific social units and 
their basic needs as relevant in evaluations. As such, it also relates to an individual’s emotional-
motivational forces concerning the common good, and plays an integral part in an individual’s 
evaluative, sense-making, and identity-shaping mechanisms. Individuals with higher levels of 
public value awareness for a particular higher social unit (such as their local community, their 
nation, or the world) are likely to care for the welfare of these units and derive a sense of 
meaning and identity from them. 
We argue that public value awareness plays an essential moderating role in the positive 
relationships between CSR and both mediators organizational identification and work 
meaningfulness. We assume that the extent to which an employee shows awareness of a 
public’s welfare affects the influence of CSR on the employee’s level of organizational 
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identification and work meaningfulness. If an organization adopts CSR policies, thereby caring 
for the environment and social well-being, it demonstrates care for the wider public—whether 
the local community, a nation, or the world as a whole. Accordingly, if employees have a high 
awareness of the welfare of the public and thus show a high prosocial orientation, a strong 
organization-person fit exists. This should result in positive outcomes concerning 
organizational identification and work meaningfulness (Meynhardt et al., 2018). Thus, we 
assume: 
Hypothesis 4a: The positive relationship between corporate social responsibility and 
organizational identification is positively moderated by public value awareness.  
Hypothesis 4b: The positive relationship between corporate social responsibility and 
work meaningfulness is positively moderated by public value awareness. 
 Moreover, it can be expected that higher levels of public value awareness will also 
impact the mediators’ indirect effects on employee work addiction, as also suggested by the 
evidence of the effects of similar forms of congruence on the relationship between 
organizational values and employee commitment (Boxx et al., 1991). As a result, employees 
with increased public value awareness should report higher levels of work addiction when they 
perceive themselves as working for a socially responsible firm. From this follows: 
Hypothesis 5a: The positive indirect effect of corporate social responsibility on work 
addiction via organizational identification is stronger if the level of public value 
awareness is higher. 
Hypothesis 5b: The positive indirect effect of corporate social responsibility on work 
addiction via work meaningfulness is stronger if the level of public value awareness is 
higher. 




Data from the 2017 Swiss Public Value Atlas were used in this study. The Public Value 
Atlas seeks to provide transparency for the contributions of private and public organizations, 
non-governmental organizations, and public administrations to the common good (CLVS, 
2017; Meynhardt et al., 2018). Data were collected from a representative panel of Swiss citizens 
(based on age, gender, education, and geographic region) from the beginning of May 2017 until 
the end of June 2017 by intervista, a Swiss market research institute. Intervista provided 
information concerning 565 employees from the German-speaking part of Switzerland. The 
questionnaire was tested in a qualitative (N = 5) and quantitative pretest (N = 6) to check the 
adequacy of the study as well as the comprehensibility of the questions. Of the 565 employees 
between the ages of 19 and 75 (M = 42.82 years, SD = 12.49), 46% were female and 54% male. 
Nearly 40% had tertiary education, and 68% worked full-time. 
Measures 
Work Addiction. Work addiction was assessed by five items from the Bergen Work 
Addiction Scale (Andreassen et al., 2012). The items were: “How often during the last year 
have you become stressed if you were not allowed to work?”, “…have you deprioritized 
hobbies, leisure activities or exercise because of your work?”, “…have you spent much more 
time working than initially intended?”, “…have you been told by others to cut down on work 
and not listened to them?”, and “…have you thought of how you could free up more time to 
work?” The items were rated on a five-point Likert scale (never, rarely, sometimes, often, and 
always). The Cronbach’s alpha was 0.77. 
Corporate Social Responsibility. The independent variable was measured by Glavas 
and Kelley’s (2014) Perceived Corporate Social Responsibility Scale. The scale consists of two 
four-item batteries covering social and environmental responsibilities of an organization. 
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Examples of items include statements such as “Contributing to the well-being of employees is 
a high priority at my organization” “Contributing to the well-being of the community is a high 
priority at my organization,” or “My organization takes great care that our work does not hurt 
the environment.” Answers were given on a seven-point scale (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = 
completely agree). The Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was 0.91. 
Organizational Identification. Organizational identification reflects a cognitive 
relationship between employees and their organization and was measured to assess employee-
company identification (Kim et al., 2010). The scale comprises three items: “I feel strong ties 
with my company,” “I experience a strong sense of belongingness to my company,” and “I am 
part of my company.” Answers were given on a seven-point scale (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = 
completely agree). The Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was 0.94. 
Work Meaningfulness. We applied Spreitzer’s (1995) three-item meaning scale to 
assess work meaningfulness. The scale is a subscale of the psychological empowerment 
construct comprising the dimensions meaning, competence, self-determination, and impact. 
One item was adapted from the meaningfulness scale of Hackman and Oldham (1980). The 
purpose of the scale is to assess the employee’s individual perception of the work environment. 
The items were: “The job I do is very important to me,” “My job activities are personally 
meaningful to me,” and “The work I do is meaningful to me.” Answers were given on a seven-
point scale (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = completely agree). The Cronbach’s alpha for this scale 
was 0.92. 
Public Value Awareness. Since individuals can relate to different levels of inclusion 
(e.g., work unit, local community, nation, or world), we used three subscales based on 
Meynhardt and Fröhlich (2019) that refer to a particular higher social unit (or public): local 
community, nation, and world. Each subscale consists of four items that are similar for each 
social unit. The items were: “I wonder if my behavior is decent for the [social unit: (1) world 
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population, (2) people in Switzerland, (3) people in my community (e.g., town, municipality)],” 
“…is useful for the [respective social unit],” “…increases the quality of life of the [respective 
social unit],” and “…strengthens the cohesion of the [respective social unit].” Answers were 
given on a six-point scale (1 = never to 6 = always), and the average score of the four items of 
each subscale is used. We labeled the three subscales “world value awareness,” “nation value 
awareness,” and “community value awareness.” The Cronbach’s alpha values were 0.93 for all 
three public value awareness scales. 
Control Variables. We controlled for several respondent characteristics: respondent 
age (as a continuous variable), gender (male = 1, female = 2), education (nine groups, ranging 
from no school leaving certificate to high tertiary education), income (six groups, ranging from 
a gross monthly income of less than CHF 3000 to more than CHF 12,000), household size 
(number of members), full-time job (part-time job = 0, full-time job = 1), marital status (not in 
a relationship = 0, in a relationship = 1), and supervisor status (i.e., whether the respondent is a 
supervisor in the organization; no = 0, yes = 1). 
Results 
Two sets of analyses were conducted on the data. In the first step, we checked the 
potential for common method bias, since all our measures come from one single source. We 
employed Harman’s one-factor test using a principal component analysis of all the items. The 
unrotated solution showed no evidence of one dominant common factor. Six factors had 
eigenvalues greater than 1, with the first factor explaining only 28% of the total variance. In 
addition, we employed rotated factor loadings using promax rotation. The results show that the 
constructs load on different factors, confirming validity. Thus, common method bias does not 
present a significant threat to the study. Reliability was tested using estimates of Cronbach’s 
alpha coefficients. All Cronbach’s alpha coefficients (ranging from 0.77 to 0.94) were higher 
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than the recommended value of 0.70, thus showing high internal consistency and reliability 
(Nunnally, 1978). 
In the second step, the main hypotheses were tested. Table 1 presents the descriptive 
statistics and correlations of the variables used in this study. The results show that Swiss 
employees show moderate levels of work addiction (M = 2.49, SD = 0.75) and tend to evaluate 
the CSR performance of their employing firms as relatively high (M = 4.65, SD = 1.15). 
Furthermore, above-average means were found for the mediators organizational identification 
(M = 5.10, SD = 1.55) and work meaningfulness (M = 5.58, SD = 1.27), and the moderator 
variables world value awareness (M = 3.22, SD = 1.26), nation value awareness (M = 3.55, SD 
= 1.20), and community value awareness (M = 3.58, SD = 1.21). 
The results of the correlation matrix show that there are significant and positive bivariate 
relationships between work addiction and work meaningfulness (r = 0.11), supervisor (r = 0.18), 
full-time job (r = 0.11), and the three types of public value awareness: world (r=0.17), nation 
(r=0.18), and community value awareness (r = 0.16). Furthermore, CSR shows positive 
associations with the mediators organizational identification (r = 0.57) and work 
meaningfulness (r = 0.44), public value awareness (r = 0.15 for nation value awareness, and r 
= 0.14 for community value awareness), and supervisor (r = 0.12). The mediators are strongly 
correlated with each other (r = 0.72), and both are significantly and positively related to 
community value awareness, income, marital status, and supervisor. Table 2 presents the results 
of the mediated regression analysis. We first ran a base model to test the effect of CSR on work 
addiction. The results of Model 1 indicate a negative association between CSR and work 
addiction (b = −0.050; p < 0.1). Accordingly, employees who work for a socially responsible 
business report lower levels of work addiction, thus supporting Hypothesis 1.
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Table 5.1 Correlation matrix 
Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
1. Work addiction 2.49 0.75 1              
2. CSR 4.65 1.15 -0.02 1             
3. Organizational identification 5.10 1.55 0.07 0.57 1            
4. Work meaningfulness 5.58 1.27 0.11 0.44 0.72 1           
5. World value awareness 3.22 1.26 0.17 0.04 0.00 -0.03 1          
6. Nation value awareness 3.55 1.20 0.18 0.15 0.12 0.06 0.69 1         
7. Community value awareness 3.58 1.21 0.16 0.14 0.13 0.09 0.59 0.70 1        
8. Age 42.82 12.49 0.01 0.09 0.15 0.23 0.03 0.09 0.08 1       
9. Gender (Female) 1.46 0.50 0.01 -0.02 -0.07 -0.04 0.06 -0.07 0.00 -0.18 1      
10. Education 7.28 1.69 -0.04 -0.06 0.00 0.03 0.09 0.02 0.08 -0.04 -0.02 1     
11. Income 4.23 1.34 -0.06 0.03 0.16 0.18 -0.10 -0.07 0.02 0.12 -0.12 0.31 1    
12. Household size 2.39 1.16 0.01 0.05 0.03 0.08 -0.05 -0.01 0.02 -0.01 -0.11 0.06 0.32 1   
13. Marital status 0.55 0.50 -0.03 0.05 0.15 0.13 -0.04 -0.02 0.01 0.32 -0.11 0.06 0.41 0.42 1  
13. Supervisor 0.41 0.49 0.18 0.12 0.19 0.16 -0.04 0.04 0.07 0.24 -0.08 0.07 0.18 0.03 0.11 1 
14. Full-time job 0.68 0.47 0.11 0.05 0.05 0.01 -0.06 -0.06 -0.03 -0.13 -0.32 0.04 0.19 -0.04 -0.02 0.14 
Note. Correlations p < 0.05 appear in bold type. N = 565. 
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Independent variable:      
CSR -0.050* 0.731*** -0.091*** 0.460*** -0.092*** 
Mediators:      
Organizational identification   0.056**    
Work meaningfulness     0.092*** 
Moderators:      
World value awareness -0.050* 0.731*** -0.091*** -0.076 0.051    
Nation value awareness 0.044 -0.086 0.048    0.002 0.067    
Community value awareness 0.067 0.050 0.064    0.059 0.027    
Controls:      
Age -0.000 0.004 -0.000    0.018*** -0.002    
Gender (Female) 0.099 -0.096 0.104    0.056 0.094    
Education -0.021 0.003 -0.021    0.021 -0.023    
Income -0.055** 0.120** -0.061**  0.115*** -0.065**  
Household size 0.039 -0.100* 0.045    0.018 0.037    
Marital status -0.019 0.253* -0.033 -0.028 -0.016 
Supervisor 0.298*** 0.241** 0.285*** 0.114 0.288*** 
Full-time job 0.224*** -0.035 0.226*** -0.021 0.226*** 
Constant 1.883*** 0.997* 1.827*** 1.950*** 1.703*** 
R2 0.102 0.367 0.110    0.259 0.119    
F value 5.197*** 26.70*** 5.236***  16.05*** 5.748*** 
Sobel test (z)   2.229***  3.202*** 
Indirect effect   0.041**  0.042*** 
Note. Significant levels: * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01. N = 565. 
 
Hypothesis 2a was supported as the results of Model 2a show a positive association of 
CSR and organizational identification (b = 0.731; p < 0.01). Model 2b provides evidence for a 
positive relationship between organizational identification and work addiction (b = 0.056; p < 
0.05), indicating that employees who identify more closely with their employing organization 
tend to be more work addicted. Thus, Hypothesis 2b was supported. We conducted a Sobel test 
to investigate the formal significance of a possible mediation effect. The result of the Sobel test 
reveals that organizational identification is a mediator of the effect of perceived CSR on work 
addiction (z = 2.229; p < 0.01). Thus, Hypothesis 2c was supported. 
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Moreover, Model 3a provides support for Hypothesis 3a. Employees who perceive their 
employing firm to be socially responsible show higher levels of work meaningfulness (b = 
0.460; p < 0.01). Also, a significant positive relationship between work meaningfulness and 
work addiction was found (b = 0.092; p < 0.01), thus providing support for Hypothesis 3b. 
Finally, support for Hypothesis 3b was found, as the result of the Sobel test confirms a 
mediating role of work meaningfulness in the relationship between CSR and work addiction (z 
= 3.202; p < 0.01). 
The results indicate that both mediators act as suppressor variables, buffering the 
negative direct effect of CSR on employee work addiction. While the direct effect of CSR on 
work addiction is negative (b = −0.091; p < 0.01 for the organizational identification model, 
and b = −0.092; p < 0.01 for the work meaningfulness model), the indirect effects of CSR on 
work addiction via organizational identification (b = 0.041; p < 0.05) and work meaningfulness 
(b = 0.042; p < 0.01) are positive, providing evidence for a so-called inconsistent mediation (or 
suppression effect). In other words, employees who work for a socially responsible business 
report lower levels of work addiction. However, at the same time, employees who work for a 
socially responsible firm also identify more strongly with their employing firm and perceive 
their work as more meaningful, which in turn motivates them to assign higher priority to their 
work. In consequence, increases in organizational identification and work meaningfulness 
weaken the positive role of CSR. However, the negative direct effects of CSR on work addiction 
are still higher than the indirect effects through which CSR positively affect work addiction via 
the mediators. This indicates that CSR still weakens employee work addiction, even if the 
impact is smaller than it would be if employees were not personally and emotionally attached 
by the CSR commitment of their employing firms. Since the direct and indirect effects cancel 
each other out, we also observe that the direct effects in the Models 2b and 3b are even larger 
than the total effect of CSR on employee work addiction in Model 1. Thus, consistent with an 
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overall suppression effect, the negative effect of CSR on work addiction is enhanced when we 
control for organizational identification and work meaningfulness, respectively. 
A further post hoc analysis was carried out to identify differences between employees 
who report above-average and below-average levels of work addiction. The full results are 
available from the authors upon request. We find evidence that our hypotheses are fully 
confirmed only for employees who report above-average levels of work addiction. This is 
plausible because employees who are not susceptible to work addiction should tend to be less 
influenced in their workaholism by CSR, organizational identification, or work meaningfulness. 
Tables 5.3 and 5.4 present the results of the moderation analysis and the moderated 
mediation analysis. We first tested whether the interaction of CSR and public value awareness 
is significant in predicting organizational identification and work meaningfulness. The results 
in Table 3 reveal that both world and nation value awareness amplify the positive effect of CSR 
on organizational identification (b = 0.076; p < 0.05 for world value awareness, and b = 0.075; 
p < 0.05 for nation value awareness), and work meaningfulness (b = 0.100; p < 0.01 for world 
value awareness, and b = 0.092; p < 0.01 for nation value awareness), respectively. However, 
the interaction terms for CSR with community value awareness were non-significant in 
predicting organizational identification and work engagement. Therefore, Hypotheses 4a and 
4b were only partially supported. 
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Table 5.3 Results for moderation effects 
Dependent variable: Organizational identification  Work meaningfulness  
 [4a]  [4b]  [4c] [5a]  [5b]  [5c] 
Independent variable:       
CSR 0.482*** 0.464*** 0.509*** 0.133 0.132 0.286**  
Moderators:       
World value awareness -0.446** -0.087 -0.090 -0.548*** -0.077 -0.079    
Nation value awareness 0.051 -0.303 0.044 0.003 -0.430*** -0.002    
Community value awareness 0.073 0.073 -0.204 0.051 0.052 -0.161    
Interactions:       
CSR       
× World value awareness 0.076**   0.100***                  
× Nation value awareness  0.075**   0.092***                 
× Community value awareness   0.061   0.047    
Controls:       
Age 0.004 0.004 0.004 0.017*** 0.017*** 0.017*** 
Gender (Female) -0.086 -0.097 -0.092 0.070 0.055 0.059    
Education 0.001 0.004 0.004 0.018 0.021 0.021    
Income 0.125*** 0.124*** 0.120** 0.122*** 0.120*** 0.115*** 
Household size -0.101* -0.103* -0.096* 0.016 0.015 0.021    
Marital status 0.245* 0.247* 0.245* -0.039 -0.036 -0.034    
Supervisor 0.247** 0.239** 0.240** 0.121 0.111 0.112    
Full-time job -0.060 -0.059 -0.056 -0.054 -0.051 -0.038    
Constant 2.236*** 2.336*** 2.086** 3.575*** 3.591*** 2.801*** 
R2 0.373 0.372 0.370 0.272 0.270 0.261    
F value 25.17*** 25.13*** 24.92*** 15.86*** 15.66*** 15.00***  





Table 5.4 Results for conditional indirect effects  
    Dependent variable: Work addiction 





Low (- 1 SD) 0.033 0.016 2.11 0.035 0.002 0.064 
Middle (M) 0.038 0.018 2.14 0.033 0.003 0.073 





Low (- 1 SD) 0.036 0.016 2.25 0.024 0.005 0.067 
Middle (M) 0.041 0.018 2.29 0.022 0.006 0.076 





Low (- 1 SD) 0.037 0.016 2.25 0.025 0.005 0.069 
Middle (M) 0.041 0.018 2.28 0.022 0.006 0.076 
  High (+ 1 SD) 0.045 0.020 2.27 0.023 0.006 0.084 
    Dependent variable: Work addiction 





Low (- 1 SD) 0.029 0.010 2.77 0.006 0.008 0.049 
Middle (M) 0.039 0.013 3.05 0.002 0.014 0.065 





Low (- 1 SD) 0.032 0.011 2.97 0.003 0.011 0.054 
Middle (M) 0.043 0.013 3.25 0.001 0.017 0.068 





Low (- 1 SD) 0.037 0.012 3.02 0.003 0.013 0.061 
Middle (M) 0.042 0.013 3.24 0.001 0.017 0.068 
  High (+ 1 SD) 0.047 0.015 3.18 0.001 0.018 0.077 
Note. LL = lower limit of confidence interval (CI); UL = upper limit of CI. N = 565. 
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Finally, we tested the moderated mediation Hypotheses 5a and 5b. We found that the 
indirect effect of CSR on work addiction via each mediator differs for employees across low 
and high levels of public value awareness. The results of Table 4 indicate that for organizational 
identification and work meaningfulness, the conditional indirect effect is positive and different 
from zero for all levels of public value awareness. However, that effect is stronger at higher 
levels of world, nation, and community value awareness. This indicates that the negative effect 
of CSR on work addiction is more strongly buffered if the employee gives strong priority to the 
welfare of the wider public (i.e., local community, nation, or world), thus having a strong fit 
with the socially responsible employing organization. A strong public value awareness 
amplifies the positive impact of CSR on each mediator, by which work addiction levels begin 
to rise even more. To gain a better understanding of the nature of these significant interactions, 
the corresponding graphs are plotted in Figure 5.2. Thus, Hypotheses 5a and 5b were supported. 
Discussion and Conclusion 
Discussion of the Findings 
The existing business ethics literature has predominantly focused on the positive 
outcomes of CSR for stakeholders. In the past, this has been primarily with respect to external 
stakeholders. Recently, it has paid increasing attention to internal stakeholders (Glavas & 
Kelley, 2014; Meynhardt et al., 2018). Recent research investigating the influence of CSR on 
employee attitudes, intentions, and behaviors highlights the positive effects of CSR on 
employee job and life satisfaction, organizational identification, work engagement, and 
proactive work behavior (Glavas & Piederit, 2009; Glavas & Kelley, 2014; Meynhardt et al., 
2018). However, the current debate fails to recognize the potential dark side of CSR at the micro 
level. Hitherto, negative outcomes of CSR were mostly reduced to the macro level. For instance, 
some studies suggest a negative effect of CSR on financial performance (e.g., Makni et al., 
2009; Mittal et al., 2008). Moreover, while Bocquet et al. (2013, 2017) report a positive effect 
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of strategic CSR on a firm’s innovative capacity, they have also shown that responsive CSR 
engagement, which tends to be disconnected from a firm’s overall strategy, constitutes a barrier 
to innovation. Additionally, CSR is also critically discussed as a source of capitalism’s 
legitimacy and preservation. For example, Banerjee (2008) sees CSR as an ideological 
movement intended to consolidate and legitimize the power of large corporations. As CSR helps 
companies gain legitimacy and avoid criticism, it is used by companies to preempt government 
regulation and control (Kinderman, 2011). With this study, we complement the debate around 
the dark side of CSR by focusing on the downsides at the micro level. We argue that CSR 
activities should not be seen solely as a positive force, but also as a potential threat to employees 
and their social systems. Our model allows for a more balanced perspective and hints to the 
downsides and risks of CSR. Our hypotheses reflect the dichotomous effects that can be evoked 
by organizational practices aiming to protect the environment and social well-being. 
In our first step, we hypothesized that CSR could be classified as a job resource that 
helps employees to achieve their work goals, reduce job demands, and stimulate their personal 
growth and development (Schaufeli & Taris, 2014). We argue that organizations that promote 
CSR also support policies and mechanisms to prevent work overload and counter work cultures 
that value work addiction. Indeed, the significant negative direct effect of perceived CSR on 
employee work addiction supports our view. It indicates that employees who experience a CSR 
culture in their organization also tend to have a healthier and more balanced attitude towards 
work and are more likely to deprioritize other spheres of life. 
In our second step, we discuss why the negative effect of CSR on employee work 
addiction is buffered when employees identify with their employing organization and perceive 
their work to be meaningful. Drawing on social identity theory, we suggest that employees tend 
to show stronger organizational identification and perceive their work as meaningful, 
worthwhile, and relevant when their employing organizations are willing to contribute to the 
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common good. In turn, if employees create strong relationships with their organization and 
work, they may be more likely to work harder and to think continually about both; in this sense, 
CSR may contribute to the development of a strong emotional linkage. Thus, we expect 
organizational identification and work meaningfulness to have mediating roles. The study’s 
results support the proposed mediating roles of organizational identification and work 
meaningfulness. We find that perceived CSR positively affects organizational identification 
and work meaningfulness, and both mediators in turn positively affect employee work 
addiction. Since the direct effect of CSR on work addiction is negative, while the indirect effect 
of CSR on work addiction via each mediator is positive, the effects tend to cancel each other 
out. In other words, organizational identification and work meaningfulness buffer the negative 
impact of CSR on employee work addiction. Organizations adopting CSR strategies can thus 
unintentionally stimulate and cause employee work addiction, harming the well-being of 
employees, their family members, and their friends. This might counteract the positive 
intentions of socially responsible organization. 
Finally, in our third step, we hypothesize a positive moderating effect of an employee’s 
public value awareness on the relationship between perceived CSR and each mediator. We 
present empirical evidence that an employee’s relatedness to and concern for the welfare of 
higher social units amplifies the positive influence organizational CSR has on the employee’s 
identification with the employing organization and their perception of having meaningful work. 
This organization-person fit—when both the employing organization and the employee care for 
the common good—also has, in turn, consequences for the extent to which employees are 
willing to work excessively and neglect other spheres of life. As the study’s results reveal, the 
indirect effect of organizational CSR engagement on work addiction via organizational 
identification and work meaningfulness is stronger at higher levels of employee public value 
awareness, implying that the negative effect of organizational CSR engagement on work 
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addiction will be significantly absorbed if both the employee and the employing firm give 
priority to social well-being and environmental protection. 
Overall, the results show that CSR is a positive force for employees but not as impactful 
as typically anticipated. Today, individuals and organizations are expected to behave in a 
socially responsible manner. Caring for the greater good is fashionable for many valid reasons. 
People recognize that social and environmental problems—whether inequality, poverty, lack of 
educational opportunities, or ecological destruction—have to be addressed (Brieger, 2018; 
Schaltegger & Hörisch, 2017). However, an intense focus on other people’s welfare can, as our 
results show, lead to an unintended situation in which employees neglect both their own lives 
and the lives of their families and friends. Undoubtedly, CSR serves as a resource for the 
employee, as companies that are committed to CSR protect their employees from working 
excessive hours and care for their well-being. But employees who derive more meaningfulness 
from their work and identify more strongly with their employing organization could benefit less 
from this resource over the long run. 
Moreover, CSR activities in particular can damage employee well-being if a culture is 
built on the idea that the concern for others outweighs everything else—including the needs of 
employees themselves. This expands the conventional lines of theoretical reasoning. Social 
identity theory suggests that identification is conditional upon the internalization of group 
membership, and members who identify with a group tend to behave in accordance with the 
group’s norms and values (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Tajfel & Turner, 1986). In the process of 
internalization, individuals take on and self-regulate group values and behavioral norms (Deci 
& Ryan, 2000). They identify with a group, and the group becomes a significant part of their 
self-concept. Internalization literature associates positive effects with internalization, such as 
greater persistence, more positive self-perception and self-evaluation, better quality of 
engagement, and intrinsic motivation (Ryan & Deci, 2000). This study’s findings call for a 
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more nuanced view of the effects of internalization of group norms and values. Our results 
suggest that the stronger the internalization of the organization’s values into one’s own self-
concept, the more willing one is to act in accordance with the goals of an organization while 
devaluing other spheres of life. Some scholars call this identity tension a “we versus me” 
phenomenon, in which there is a major shift in identity towards a social group (e.g., Kreiner 
et al., 2006). Therefore, a strong ethical fit of employee and organization has unintended effects 
on employees, as employees with strong prosocial values who work for a socially responsible 
firm show higher levels of identification with their employing firm and perceive their work as 
more meaningful. Interestingly, because of the strong organizational identity and the perception 
that they are engaging in something meaningful, socially oriented employees may not even 
realize that they are working excessively and neglecting other spheres in life; instead, they are 
more motivated at work, hold positive self-evaluations, and report higher levels of job and life 
satisfaction.  
Our study also contributes to a better understanding of social exchange theory in the 
CSR discourse. If an employee working for a socially responsible firm can increase his or her 
perceived self-worth, experience strong support from co-workers, and feel favorably treated by 
his or her socially responsible employer, then he or she reciprocates by giving back. Reciprocity 
should be even stronger when a socially oriented employee works for a socially responsible 
organization. This may result in favorable work attitudes, organizational commitment and 
support, organizational citizenship behaviors, and higher job performance (Brammer et al., 
2007; Cropanzano & Rupp, 2008). However, as our results suggest, there are unintended 
downsides of reciprocity if heightened identification with the employer and the perception of 
meaningful work stimulate employees to work harder. 
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Managerial Implications 
The results of this study offer important implications for management practice. First of 
all, the findings should not be interpreted as evidence that CSR activities harm employees, or 
that organizations should invest less in (or stop) their CSR engagement. Not only can CSR 
reduce the risk of employee work addiction, as this study shows, but it is also associated with 
multiple positive employee outcomes, such as job and life satisfaction, commitment, work 
engagement, and performance (Aguinis & Glavas, 2017; Brammer et al., 2015; Meynhardt 
et al., 2018; Newman et al., 2015). Moreover, at the macro level, organizational contributions 
to more sustainable development are not only desirable but necessary in the face of today’s 
worldwide environmental and social problems (Hörisch et al., 2017). In light of all the positive 
effects of CSR on both the micro and macro levels, it seems wise for organizations to engage 
in CSR activities. 
However, our research also emphasizes that organizations should consider the positive 
effects of CSR on their workforce with care, as there may also be unintended negative 
consequences. When perceived CSR engagement positively influences an employee’s 
identification with the employing organization, and their perception of doing meaningful work, 
employees tend to work harder and longer and are more unwilling to disengage from work 
activities. This represents a positive effect of CSR on work addiction, which can buffer or 
perhaps even outweigh the in principle negative effect of CSR activities on work addiction. 
Work addiction and its potential negative consequences are common and severe problems in 
organizations, and it is thus no surprise that great effort is made to address these problems 
(Burke, 2009). 
It is thus important for organizations to realize that CSR can, while having many positive 
effects on employees, also cause certain negative effects; in this case, an increase in the risk of 
work addiction. Organizations should therefore be aware of, and actively manage, the risk of 
TOO MUCH OF A GOOD THING? 
175 
work addiction associated with CSR. By acknowledging that perceived CSR engagement 
positively influences work addiction through more organizational identification and work 
meaningfulness, organizations might be able to develop more effective mitigation strategies. 
One strategy might be to help employees identify and prioritize their individual and 
private needs, such as staying healthy and maintaining functioning relationships. If employees 
realize that the fulfillment of these needs is an additional source of meaning and identity, or at 
least a precondition for fulfilled work, they might be less likely to become addicted to work. 
Organizations could achieve this through targeted training programs and coaching, together 
with systemic measures such as flexible work hours. Moreover, they could also ensure that 
leaders role-model the desired behavior and actively support their employees. Previous research 
findings indicate that greater organizational support for work-life balance reduces workaholic 
job behaviors (Burke, 2001). In addition, leaders could try to increasingly align their 
organization’s CSR activities with their core business, instead of overly engaging in CSR 
activities that are merely additional, symbolic, or compensatory. Focusing on and creating 
awareness for the societal contributions an organization makes through its core activities might 
help leaders and employees achieve a similar alignment on the individual level, so that an 
individual can be sure that diligently completing their own day-to-day tasks—while staying 
healthy and productive—is a sufficient contribution to the common good. 
Additional implications result from the fact that the effects of CSR on work 
meaningfulness and organizational identification seem to be stronger for employees with higher 
public value awareness. Those employees that show high consideration for the impact of their 
actions on their communities, their nation, and the world as a whole, seem to be more likely to 
derive a sense of meaning and identity from their organization’s perceived CSR activities. As 
a result, they are more likely to become addicted to work. This means that on one hand, 
organizations can invest in increasing their employees’ public value awareness to increase the 
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impact of their CSR practices on meaningfulness and organizational identification. On the other 
hand, organizations should be aware that those employees with high degrees of public value 
awareness may be in special need of the mitigation approaches described above. In any case, 
approaches and tools for understanding and influencing public value awareness, as well as the 
meaningfulness and organizational identification of individuals, should be developed and 
deployed to effectively mitigate the risk of work addiction. 
Contributions, Limitations, and Future Research 
Our study offers two main contributions. First, our research significantly adds to the 
CSR literature by answering calls to focus on the individual level of analysis, i.e., how the 
employee perceives organizational CSR endeavors, and how this impacts individual-level 
outcomes (Aguinis & Glavas, 2017; Glavas & Kelley, 2014). By exploring potential moderators 
and mediators of the CSR-outcome relationship, our study extends and refines recent studies 
analyzing the impact of CSR. We provide a more contextualized understanding of the 
conditions by which CSR shapes employee attitudes, intentions, and behaviors, and we also 
point to the different effects of organizational CSR activities. Thus, an important implication 
of our study is the need to view CSR through dual lenses of value creation and occupation. 
While we focused on the risk of work addiction (and consequent self-sacrifice), future research 
should embrace all potential downsides and risks of CSR, including those suggested previously 
(stagnation and self-righteousness). 
Second, we contribute to the broader management literature by examining how 
employee perceptions of CSR are related to employee work addiction and its underlying 
mechanisms. Evidence for the role of moderator and mediator variables in the relationship 
between an organization’s CSR engagement and employee work addiction remains 
inconclusive. By broadening the theoretical framework, we empirically substantiate the idea 
that employee work addiction is not the product of a single source, but rather a result of a 
TOO MUCH OF A GOOD THING? 
177 
complex interplay of variables and constructs that remain underexplored. Our results may 
stimulate other researchers aiming to understand the interplay between organizational actions 
directed towards society and individual-level outcomes. Moreover, our research results indicate 
that the respective variables should not be studied in isolation. 
However, our findings should be considered in light of several limitations that may 
constrain the generalizability of the results. One limitation is the cross-sectional design of our 
study, which does not allow causal relationships among the variables to be determined; this fact 
may limit the validity of our findings. In order to account for the dynamic nature of certain 
variables—such as work addiction or perceived corporate social responsibility—a longitudinal 
design would be preferable to a cross-sectional design. 
An additional limitation is one that is prevalent in behavioral sciences (Podsakoff et al., 
2003): the potential of systematic error variance in the form of common method bias. We took 
steps that partially mitigate this limitation. First, to reduce the risk of socially desirable 
responses, respondents were promised anonymity and were not asked to provide the name of 
their employing organization. Also, as recommended by Podsakoff et al. (2003), we varied the 
response formats for predictor and criterion measures and added a number of reverse-coded 
items and open questions to the survey. To reduce complexity, only a limited number of items 
were displayed on the screen at a time. Additionally, prior to data collection, we pretested item 
comprehensibility and study length by collecting qualitative and quantitative feedback. 
Furthermore, we added a number of control variables in order to detect shared aspects in 
cognition and thus differences in response bias across groups (Meynhardt et al., 2018). The fact 
that our survey items were part of a largescale questionnaire decreases the risk of respondents 
being able to guess the study objectives, thereby fostering response consistency (Mohr & 
Spekman, 1994). In addition, our results did not reveal any response patterns. Consequently, 
we believe that common method bias does not significantly influence the results of our study. 
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Finally, the scope of this study was limited to Switzerland. According to the OECD 
Better Life Index (2017), people in Switzerland are generally more satisfied with their lives and 
their jobs compared to the OECD average. Moreover, the mean level of work addiction in the 
Swiss sample is 2.49, reflecting a generally modest level of workaholism. Further studies need 
to be carried out in other countries in order to validate these results. Despite these limitations, 
we believe our conclusions are reasonable and consistent with prior research. We are confident 
that other researchers can take advantage of our empirical results to understand how 
organizational CSR activities change employee work attitudes and behavior. 
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Public administrations are required by law to contribute to society, thus obliged to shape the 
common good. What value they have to society is uncovered by their public value. This chapter 
provides an approach to public value management that is relevant for organizations, NGOs, and 
governmental institutions, in order to systematically investigate their contributions to society. 
Previous work on public value serves as a good starting point, providing significant public value 
perspectives. We follow this by a conceptual delineation of the public value concept according 
to Timo Meynhardt, who roots the notion of value in psychological needs theory and thereby 
links public value directly to a conditio humana. As cases in point, we identify and discuss two 
management tools, the Public Value Scorecard (PVSC) and the Public Value Atlas. We 
conclude with a short reflection on how public value can advance public sector management. 
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